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■ fr i Pte , hT 5> f^rran T^rr 3 th ^ 

( ch i Wo R 3frr yfyrsTtn fwm ) 

20facT*5R, 2007 

^T.3tT. 2753.—^ 

WH1 stefam , 1946 (1946 ^.25)^t^6 

-trm arm Wl ER3TK, ^ (Wft.TT.) 

i 2 ^, 2007 ^ 3Tfw^T U 49 

18-5-2007 

wet 

wm Erf^n ^ sra 120-^, fwla> w* ^ 
^ «rro 4 ak 5 (^I^T) 

1967^^10 12,^^^1511 

& ^ * 3T#T ^ wi u 10.7/07 tWI ^ snm 

v-mfm smnT^irawf.^W 3 ^ 

^roJT^K <£ 3T^ * ft* ^ 3W*T ^ ^ 

f^f sp? smtflf 37 ^^ ^ ^ ^ 

„ 37fy 7T^?T TFq tR '<hWl "t l 

[Et 228/32/2007-T3yfrst-lll 

xfc TO71, 37^7 


MINISTRY OF PERSONNEC PUBLIC GRIEVANCES 
AND PENSIONS 

(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 20th September, 2007 
S O 2753 .—In exercise ol the powers coal ei rot. by 
sub-section (1) ofScction 5 read with Section 6 ofthe Delhi 

Special Police Establishment Act, 19ab(Act N(c2o •> 1_ ). 

the Central Government with the consent ol bta.c 
Government of Andhra Pradesh , Home (S.C A. > Departmcn. 
vide Notification No. G O. Ms. No. 149, Jaicd 2no July, 
2007, hereby extends the powers and junsdic k>. o, . 
members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to the 
whole of the State of Andhra Pradesh for the invcstigauOi; 
into the case of Macca Masjid B o® b ^ 1 .^ 0 " 
on 18-5-2007 in Cr. No. 107/07 u/s 1-0-B1PC, - 
and 5 of Explosive Substances Act and Sections 10 and 1~ 
of Unlawful Activities (Prevention) Act, >%7 maa wn. 
511 IPC registered by Hussaini Alam Police S.anon t 
Hyderabad City and attempts, abelmcnts and conspiracies 
in relation to or in connection with the said iransaaions 
and other transactions committed in the course ol the . u . 
transaction or arising out of the same fact or tacts. 

[No. 228/32/2007-AVD-jI] 

CHANDRAPRAKASH, Under Secy. 
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^ 20 f3RH<, 2007 

cBU* 2754.—^ ^Rf TOr 

^RT TOTO, 1946 (1946 3TfafTO R. 25) t?RI 

6^mRfecTtlRI5^t^tTRI(l)SRI3j^f TTfeTf^r 
™ ifoera TFR 3RTO ^ wftffl faRFj 

wr R. 1m., 93/2007/14 T* fror, f?!RFT 1 ^ 
2007 -gRI TO ThshRi ^ qJ^pHO ^%3T T^R %RPT 

TOff^.96(8)/2006^m?N^* 

JT WI364(R)/34 3?^? gsil<4 3TTOJT rT«H TOt 3^t[ 

* 7Rf*R 3T*RT TOT TOT, ^RT 3 ^ TOR cRT 
7RTOR ^ 3F£5R 1 ferr tttt 37 ^ ^ ^ 

3TR ^T 3T^nT ^ ^ %r froft 1% Rf^RT 

TK^i) ^t^lfctd4 3?k 3TfTOfM^1g^^n7Trt 
HTORTOTTTOft t | 

[^. 228/28/2007-^t^-H] 

TO?T, 3RR nftR 

New Delhi, the 20th September 2007 

S.O. 2754. In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act 1946(Act No.25ofl946) 
the Central Government with the consent of State 

£n*7T 11 ,!/ Megha,aya vide Political Department 
Noti ,cation Memo No. POL. 93/2007/I4-A dated, Shillong 
the 1st May 2007, hereby extends the powers and 
jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police 
Establishment to the whole of the State of Meghalaya for 
investigation of offences punishable under section 364(a)/ 

34 IPC, arising out of case No. 96(8)/2006 registered at 
Lumdiengiri Police Station Shillong, Meghalaya and 
Attempt, abetment and conspiracy in relation, to or in 
connection with the said offences, and any other offences 
committed in the course of the same transaction or arising 
out of the same facts. 6 

[No. 228/28/2007-AVD-IJ] 
CHANDRA PRAKASH, Under Secy. 

^ 20 f3RR3, 2007 

^r.3TT. 2755.—3TO3, IR^RT fgcrft fTO x#rt 

^TFRT 37Mto, 1946 (1946 3rftffTO^f. 25) ^ m 
6£ 144feltlRI 5 ^^ (l)gRTW 

W ^ TOR arr^TT V. 

9lRtRt3TR 2006 , fgTO 22 2006 3 rk cT foeHl^ RR 

TfRR 3TTm^TT 1. 3Tt. tnTtr?T. ] 2 57, 
29-12-2006 SRI TO 3TOh it It. TRT. ^ 

Ito ftodlw m % ^ ^ *tf§Rr # 

TRI. T^TT, nm %YR R|. ^ TtR^p afc 3^ 

3TWT ^Tfrof xrcf ftpfl 3^ 3 ^ ^ 

^ 1999, RRf, 2002 3Rrfa ^ gkn ^ ^ 

^41, RTfalfTOT TlRslI, TOTR^3 RTTRxjuf ^ 853 

m 120-^t ^RfecT Rtr 420, 465, 467, 468 
471 ^7 -3T#T TO#T 3RRiqf cT«TT SRIR 

I 3TR TO TOTRf ^ cfSTT TfcTOR ^ 3Tp7R ^ 


TT frof 3 ^ atfrofen t^iR ™f 

m rrfTOTT^ TFR xp; ^ f, 

[U 228/37/2006-TT^-II] 

3RTT?T, '3t’c(t ^fcjcj 

New Delhi, the 20th September, 2007 
O,,. S '.p‘ ^ 55 *~7 In exercise of the powers conferred by 

Snt i C p °r c° f uf Ctl ° n 5 read With section 6 ofthe Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 1946) 

the Central Government with the consent of State 

^ Karnataka vide notification No. HD °1/ 

PCR 2006, dated 22nd June 2006 and State Government of 

S ^ lde jot'fication No. G.O. Ms. No. 1257, dated 

29-12-^006 hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of 

the members ofthe Delhi Special Police Establishment to 

the whole of the States of Karnataka and Tamil Nadu for 

investigation of offences punishable under Section I20-B 

rw 420 465,467,468 and 471 IPC and substantive offences 

thereof against Shri P.M. Sundaram, Chairman and 

Managing Director of M/s. Fashion Syncotex Pvt. Ltd 

Shri S. Ramesh, Guarantor of M/s. Fashion Syncotex Pvt’ 

Ltd., and unknown others for fraudulently causing a 

wrongftil loss of more than Rs. 853 lakhs to State Bank of 

India, Commercial Branch, Coimbatore during the period 

July, 1999-March, 2002, and any other public servants or 

persons, m relation, to or in connection with the said 

offences, and any other offences committed in the course 

ot the same transaction or arising out ofthe same facts. 

[No. 228/37/2006-AVD-11] 
_____ CHANDRA PR AKASH, Under Secy. 

farT TRTcTO 

( fhrfhj ffmTT t^TFT) 

M t^crti, 18 2007 

^T.3TT. 2756.— “IchchKl fftRhHd 3fMro, 1949 (1949 
^10)^^53^TOTTW^13R)it^-t 
RTRfrq fTOlfRT RT, R^gRT 

TOt tfTTTO 37f¥ro*t m 19(2) 3TO 

m Z* #qr CRT 1ft' TO CRT TOTT TO 

TO ^ fTO TORt 3TMWT, 1956 ^3T#TTrfBcf 

4Fh ^frot itm ^ 30 ^fcT^TcT ^ 3?fTO 
^RTT TOmfM 3^ f| 

[Rff. 33. 7/27/2007-Rt3hR] 

It. TOR, 3TcR ttLto 
MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 18th September, 2007 

q .• S '°* ?1 56 ;“! n ‘ exercise ofthe powers conferred by 
section 53 ot the Banking Regulation Act 1949 (10 of 1949) 
the Government of India, on the recommendations of 
Reserve Bank of India, hereby declares that the provisions 
of Section 19(2) of the said Act shal 1 not apply to Bank of 
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Baroda in so far as it holds more than 30% shares in he 
equity of the Trustee Company to be formed under th ^ 
Companies Act, 1956 for replacing the present Board ot 
Trustees of “BOB Mutual Fund”. 

[F. No. 7/27/2007-BOA] 

D.P. BHARDWAJ, Under Secy. 

9^ RrrtI, 19 2007 

* OT 2757.—-iRRtR RR ^ 

9R1 RR RRcft 2002 (2002 RR 

54) RTO 2 Sl-mt (1) ^ ( ^) ^ 

(iv) ^ET RRR RTfRRRt RR RRPl RRRt 1)1, W=frR, Hd'yS 1 ^ 

farMfe ,, .t^T <*.RlvP? 

T^-60, ERf^T TO, fefaRRb ^ ^^7^0001 

cffr ^ TTTt^ff ^ f^TX3: 4 *f^Tf^T ^^5«rT , ^ 

4 fafnf^R rerI ti 

[TTTT. U 1/1/2006-^3^*1] 

Rt. feRRRrf^ 

New Delhi, the 19th September, 2007 
S.0.2757. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-clause (iv) of clause (m) of Sub-section (!) ^ Section 
2 of the Securitisation and Reconstruction of Financial 
Assets and Enforcement of Security ^terest Act 2002 (54 
of 2002), the Central Government hereby specifies the 
“lndiabulls Housing Finance Ltd.”, having its registered 
office at F-60, Malhotra Building, llnd Floor, Connaught 
Place, New Delhi-1 10001 as ‘financial institution for the 
purposes of the said Act. 

F F [F. No. 1/1/2006-BO-I] 

-? G B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

R^lRRRft, 19 2007 

^TT.3TT. 2758.—t'RT (TT^ ^ 

^m*?) TRfa, 1970 ^ 9 ^ m-isvz (2) TO 

xfe fcfRTt Wit (R^E* RR ar^TTSf 3TOT) 3mm, 
1970 9?t RTE 9 R^t 9E-EKT (3) ^ <s» u £ W ^ 
^9779? 9E Er)r REt 1^, ^5? 

E^REER ISlt, tRT ^ ^ t z 

ftTORatEit^tRfoT^EtttE^ 

^ REcft ti ^ STRft 1 e#E ^ft ER^ ^ 3TfWRRT 

3TT3 28-2-2010 ERT9T RRR^ ^Rltarfl ^ft « 

faufa E Fft RRT ET ER9^ ^T1 ^ ^ TRta R74ETE ER ToR 

[90. U 15/6/2006-3Tf|3TR] 
3TE7EfEE 

New Delhi, the 19th September, 2007 
S.O. 2758.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (e) of the Sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 

Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) c , 

1970 read with Sub-clause (2)(a) of Clause 9 ol the 
Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central Government hereby 
appoints Shri Madhukarroa G. Shinde, Special Assistant 
Dena Bank, Hamidia Road, Bhopal as Workmen Exployee 
Director on the Board of Directors of Dena Bank. He will 
hold office from the dale of his appointment till he attains 


the age of superannuation i.e. 28-2-2010 or until his successor 
is duly appointed or till he ceases to be a workman employee 
DcLSk or un„, ^.-orders,-^ IR , 

RAJINDER SOOD, Under Secy. 

( 3TfffcN* 9 ?t 4 faFTR ) 

(^fFT WFT) 

E^lRRRft, 19 fanWT 2007 
2759.—WPT fT9tcl-3TRncT % 3^- 
198 l (1981 RR 28) «ITO 6 Rt W-W (1) 

(•&) <£ RE-EFS (*) ^ ^T^TOt tf, WRT 

4ft t^cRpfr, 3nf2w arifeR-mlRERi, 

m EETRFT M ^ til SVfmjt- 

9TfR?T TRcft tl . . r ., 

[ 99. Tf. 24/27/2001 - *-1J 
TR. , 3T^r ttRri 

(Department of Economic Affairs) 

(Banking Division) 

New Delhi, the 19th September, 2007 

S O 2759 —In pursuance of sub-clause (i ) ol clause 
(el of Sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the Export Import 
Bank of India Act, 1981.(28 of 1981), Central G° ve ™«"’ 
hereby nominates Shri Arvind Vtrmam Chief Economic 
Adviser, Department of Economic Affairs Mms try of 
Finance, New Delhi as a Director on the Board of D rcc are 
of Export Import Bank of India j, 

M.SAHU, Under Secy. 

(^TFT) 

91 20 fFRRSR, 2007 

oRT.3TT. 2760.— c h'^4 7F9TR, TR'FTRI (RR ^ 
nWffa ^ 9%T) 1976 ^ 10 

^ T#FTR (4) ^ 

RR 7TlRT "9lt fTRfFftsFT 

9ft, -Rft^ 80 Trf^TcT R ^ RTR 

TO 9^ 1RTRT t, 3#TgfR'cT j’bfcft t ^ 

1 ig^F; Tj9f jRRNfRf Rt^llcfR, Rf '4c< RT I 

2. ^!sR 3ll^4R 9R 9RRtRR, RcRIR TJcRi, 7RR[ 

trsf ^TRR, RE^RRi I _ ^ 

3. 3TRJRR 9R RRRtRRI, RRTIR 7JRRL W ' H| 

(icll^vt, cltsM-S I n ._ 

4. fetR RRIK ^RT W* ^ 

opiftcTR RRE, RR^RR^ I 

5. RRTK 7[RRi, TTlRT RR1RR 

chTRfRTR HfcftR, RR^RTh I . , . 

6. TOfR RRR4 R[RR>’, TTfRI RR '^RIR^ TT ^ 

chl4l<RR, TlRRiRlt I . 

7 . ^t9 Rc919 7JRRL TtRT RJR^ R? 

=hiqi<RR, RtRTJT I _ . 

8. ^R Rc919 7JRRT, RltET RJcRT Rof TfRlRR TSR1 

<+l4lclR, qi<?<sj|6U c t' l 

9. c^tR RcRK ^R^, TftRT R[cR? R°f‘ 

97T91RTR, 3TRftR^ I „ w _ 

[RR. U 11013(01 )2005-RRl-2] 
TT^ Tfft, (71.RI.) 
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(Department of Revenue) 

New Delhi, the 20th September, 2007 

10 o4fom?M ,n pursuance of sub -™'e (4) of rule 
0 o the Official Language (Use for Official purposes 

of the Union) Rules. 1976 the Central Government 

BoZ J Tp ' he f °" owin S offices ™*r the Central 
the 80 ” ff 1S ! & Cusloras ’ Department of Revenue, 

edge of Hindi aCqUired the workin 8 

*' n^dX ° f Publici ‘ y a " d Pub,ic Rela,ions - 

2 . Office of the Chief Commissioner, Central Ex¬ 
cise, Customs & Service Tax, Lucknow. 

3. Office of the Commissioner, Central Excise 
Customs & Service Tax, Lucknow. 

4 ‘ Custorns & Service Tax, Division 

Office-I, Lucknow. 


[Part. II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


3^7 if Mot ^ fenr M ^ 3 

■^<11 ^cft it, 

(i) 

1965 

4 47 3T4T4 f'KlsprT '44 441*4-44 44 

^ ^ TJ$ 

SRI WRT 

(ii) 4ic^|u|) m ^ 

^ (M^T Ticf 

ftw), Mm -srn-ww 

^7 %%cT ^ frq -Cf I 

[^TfR 7T. 5/9/2007-|3TT| ^ fq\] 
7 TT4T, T9 TTfxjtSf 


Central Excise, Customs & Service l ax. Divisic 
Office-II, Lucknow. 


6 . 


Central Excise, Customs & Service 
Office, Raebarelly. 


Tax, Division 


7. 


Central Excise, Customs & Service 
Office, Sitapur. 


Tax, Division 


8. Central Excise, Customs & Service 
Office, Farrukhabad. 


Tax, Division 


9. 


Central Excise, Customs & Service 
Office, Aligarh. 


Tax, Division 


[ p . No. 11013(01)2005-Hindi-2] 
MADHU SHARMA, Director (OL) 


^ ^Wllj 13 2007 

* 2761 '—'' I 5 * Tpm 

3iK mm) 3rf#m, 1953 (1953 22 ) m 1 

Cl 3^tf ?TfW 99 wfc\ 

, ( ^ Tf ^ t ^ i9 6 4 

(2) $ 37^rvt ^ ^ 

1867, ^nf 9S9*£f99>S, ^^7-751010 

. ^ ^ 41 rro rnfMr rfsivPT 

^ iTT ’^4i v. wan. 3975 wfhs 20 few, i 965 i, 
X? fe' TOfifeMfe ISM 3 ^ 

aror to, iMfer 3 ^ ^ Mfct 3 mf 

w^TferMf TOf ^ wft, TOwisWf atk ^ ir 


-l/NIJUM Kl 

(Department of Commerce) 

New Delhi, the 13th September, 2007 

. ,, S °- 27 «1—In exercise of the powers conferred 

Corn 6 | Ub ’r i Ctl0n (1) of Section 7 of the Export (Quality 
Control and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963) and in 

pursu a „ ce of sub-rule (2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality 
Control and Inspection) Rule, 1964, the Central Govern¬ 
ment hereby recognises M/s. Kalyani Laboratories 
Bomtkhal, Plot No. 1867, Near Durga Mandap 

Bhub aneswa , 751010> 0r . ssa _ as an agenc = for a 

this nodfT fr ° m thC Jate of Publication of 

this notification tn the Official Gazette, for inspection of 

Minerals and Ores (Group-I), namely, Iron Ore & Man¬ 
ganese Ore, as specified in the Schedule annexed to the 
nohfication of the Government of India in the Ministry 
of Commerce number S.O. 3975 dated the 20th December, 
’®: P , n0r t0 the ex P° rt . °f the said Minerals and Ores 
namely ba " eSWar SUbjeC ‘ ‘° * he followin g conditions, 


(t) that M/s. Kalyani Laboratories, Bhubaneswar 
shall give adequate facilities to the officers 
nominated by the Export Inspection Council in 
this behalf to examine the method of inspection 
followed by them in granting the certificate of 
‘ ins Pection under rule 4 of the Export of Miner¬ 
als and Ores Group-I (Inspection) Rules, 1965 ; 
(u) that M/s. Kalyani Laboratories, Bhubaneswar 
m the performance of their function under this 
notification shall be bound by such directives 
as the Director (Inspection and Quality Con¬ 
trol), Export Inspection Council may give in 
writing, from time to time. 


[File No. 5/9/2007-EI&EP] 
V. K. GAUBA, Dy. Secy. 


n lh 
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M 13 facKET, 2007 

^T,3TT. 2762 —kkE EWT, Mel (EElfkk 1WFT ' 
3k fkkFT) 3?fkkTq, 1963 (1963 Eh 22) Eft EKT 7 
ctf -SE-EKT (1 ) ‘SRI ER VlPcW^f Eh 7^ Ehk !£> ^ 
ftqfa ( cw i i^ t fftwr 3 k Msft) fw, 1964 k fw 
12 k ’3E-fkH ( 2 ) k ^^•H<°1 k fkl EE.k Elk^ 
% ijiufa ff Elk, ^7, ^Tck-5 75010 Eft, 

k W Slfa^HT k EEhTH Eft ETksl k #T k 
k 3Wfa k fkR EKE 7WK k ETfkE EETFE Eft 3#1- 
k. Eh. El. 3975 ETTF3 20 1965 3 

EEifEfftf^ oifk 3k 3 fw 4^-1 srkcf 
73k EEEF Eh /Mel k faHPdfkE Tlcff k 33#T EEE 
Tgfqk 3 k 3TETEft Eh kick E fhkSiFI E>k k P^'P ^ 
3^fq^UT k T*E 3 4Mdl kt t, E?kf •— 

(j) -kqk fqET -q^T.k. ‘Shk^ Ik., kl^k <9lP4^f ak 
3RTTET TKJ^-I fftkcT (fftrteFl) Pwh, 1965 k 
fW 4 k 3T#T MeF Eh wn-43f k k 
fRHT EEk IRT 3iwf k M^I E^fft Eft FTE 
k t^T, w kkra Mi Msft Rftn^Ri 
himPh^ 3ifwfkf kt Ekm kft, 

(ii) -kr^ Ieet E^ik. yik^ Ik. ,ki?k W stfETjEEi 
k 3i qk 3rk ^>ck k efte e kki^ (Pi’O^r^T 
tt^ efcufaa fwFT), kqk Mef EfkRf iro 
^tre-tiee et fklw k Ik er kkut k 
#t i 

[TfTT. k 5/10/2007-'fak k fkl 
cft.k ETET, 3M-Hp^ 


New Delhi, the 13th September, 2007 
S.o. 2762—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Export (Quality Control 
and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), and in pursuance 
of sub-rule (2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality Control and 
Inspection) Rule, 1964, the Central G o vemme f he J^ 
recognises M/s. Mitra S.K. Private Ltd., MDL Yard, NMPT 
Perambur, Mangalore-575 010, as an agency for a period 
of three years with effect from the date of publication ot 
this notification in the Official Gazette, for inspection of 
Minerals and Ores (Group-I), namely, Iron Ore as specified 
in the Schedule annexed to the notification of the Govern¬ 
ment of India in the Ministry of Commerce number S.O. 
3975 dated the 20th December, 1965, prior to the export, 
of the said Minerals and Ores at Mangalore, subject to the 


following conditions, namely :— 

(i) that M/s. Mitra S.K. Private Ltd., Mangalore 
• s hall give adequate facilities to the officers 
nominated by the Export Inspection Council 
in this behalf to examine the method of in¬ 
spection followed by them in granting the 
certificate of inspection under rule 4 of the 
Export of Minerals and Ores-Group I (Inspec¬ 
tion) Rules, 1965; 


(ii) that M/s. Mitra S.K. Private Ltd., Mangalore 
in the performance of their function under 
this notification shall be bound by such di¬ 
rectives as the Director (Inspection and 
Quality Control), Export Inspection Council 
may give, in writing, from time to time. 

[F. No. 5/10/2007-EI&EP] 
V. K. GAUBA, Dy. Secy. 


R i fkrkt 13 fkTRE, 2007 
W.3*T. 2763—kkk WftK, WcT 
3k M^i) akkfqq, 1963 (1963 22 ) ^ «trt 7 kt 

■sq-sfKT ( 1 ) ski qq kkft Ikk 

(^rtkk fkm 3k M^Q fwL 1964 k fkrq 12 k 

( 2 ) k *f kr^ irrq«i 

•fk. *488’ TI^Tq ^T, ?ilk\41-721 602, 

kTell rM^Hl^L 7^44 kllKT kt iMW E k 

WITH kf EKfe EkE k IkE ETKT TK^R 

k RERIR ^ 3lf^Rl U E4.3T1. 3975 ERt^ 20 

fkRE7, 1965 3k EtT.3K 3978 ERte 20 k7RE7, 1965 k 
^ 34144 ' 31^k Tf 7#IE 3k 3RR^ (E^-I) 

33 «kf kk 3KR3T kkki 3RR4T, kd kk N, Rk kkkr 
^kT, kki ERRnk Ikqk 3kkr k t, 

• 3k (E^-II) 3Tk^kRTf51 ^3l|cHHI5g, klE 3RR^ tk# 
3kkr kk k t E4 Ikkr k k^kkfer 7m? 
k 3T#T ^if^El ^ ERd 73kkT 3k 3RRkf ETF 

k fkR. k EE E ERRdT kit t, 


3TEk :— 

(i) 


(ii) 


kRE k^ET Elks Ik., Sl[e44( 
3k 3RRE> 7RiE-I EJT fkkf (M^Q 
fqEE, 1965 EET T^fEE 3k 3RREi EP^-11 fa 4?cl 
(fkklE) fEEE, 1965 k fEEq 4 k EEk 
Eh REFLEE k k kfO. Ehk ^RI 3NEl| 
Eft E^lE Eft ERf ERft k fkR., 
^ fttki fkkr M^fi Efk\ -gRi EiEfftf^ 
3lfEEhfkTf Eft WE kEETR kft, 

kk^ETkkkEkE?feETETk^ Ik.kkKn 
srkqEhT k arkq 3ik <j><k k eret k 
fknEr (M^fi 3k wkkt fkWi), kkci 

Pfim EfW ^TE EER-EEE E7 falfaad E fk 

ee fafafai k krft i 

' [tfTT. k 5/ll/2007kET^ k fk] 
iTrar q 


New Delhi, the 13th September, 2007 
S O. 2763—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by the sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Export (Quality 
Control and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963 ), and in 
pursuance of sub-rule (2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality 
Control and Inspection) Rule, 1964, the Central Govern- 
ment hereby recognises M/s Inspectorate Griffith India 
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Pvt. Ltd., 488, Khajanchak, 1st Floor, Haldia-721 602, Did 

rn 1 ' as r^ ^-“id'of 

nre e years with effect from the date of publication of 
Uus notification in the Official Gazette, for inspection of 

nt"e e ot ft °^ (Gr0Up - |) - Ore Ma ™ 

c . „ ° re ’ Ferro Manganese including Ferro manganese 
slag. Bauxite including Calcined Bauxite; and (Group-II) 
mely, Manganese Dioxide, Chrome Ore including 

annexed Tth^Tr' “ Spedfied in the S ^edulef 
in thTwi^t v Jr S ° f thC G ° Vernment of India 

tJ onJ? A f Commerce numbers S.O. 3975 dated - 

December ms 166 -’ 1965 S ' °- 397 « dated the 20th 
and Ores at h m ?n0r u° the CXp ° rt ’ of the Minerals 

name^L Haldia ’ SUbj6Ct t0 the foll °wing conditions, 

(0 that M/s. Inspectorate Griffith India Pvt. Ltd., 


[Part II— Sec. 3 (ii)] 




Haldia shall give adequate facilities to the 
officers nominated by the Export Inspection 
Council in this behalf to examine the method 
of inspection followed by them in granting the 
certificate of inspection under rule 4 of the 
Export of Minerals and Ores-Group I (Inspec- 
fion) Rdes, 1965 and the export of Minerals 
and Ores-Group II (Inspection) Rules, 1965; 

(ii) that M/s. Inspectorate Griffith India Pvt. Ltd 
Haldia in the performance of their function 
under this notification shall be bound by such 
directives as the Director (Inspection and 
Quality Control), Export Inspection Council 
may give, in writing, from time to time. 

[F. No. 5/11/2007-EI&EP] 
__V-K. GAUBA, Dy. Secy. 


12 ’facile 2007 

mi 3 OTTO, 1971 (1971 40) 

^ to * Tfsm n 29 < 2004 ^ ^ 1250 27-4-2007 

^ * srforol f, ^ ^ wro q) sftrrot * 

r* 3 ’ f ^ * «*•**** iir' ^ ^ (2) * 



^WiRdi Trrimtf 

’Aft- ■ r 

■RTF 3ftT -^rm 

71E=hKl ^ Wf 

wa, 

EMM, 4 ^, 

riiq-SI, 

7 ii s ^R, Ete 

^ ^ c 

(1) OTF 

Tihtt, 

^71) (2) 

31^1) 

^ fairTT 

^ 4ft ffsicT "W -^h 

7^1 1 ^ RfEFR 3TrP4 

^■seb q\ EEridli/ 

^ 3 ^ ^ f | 


ministry of power 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2007 

Occupants) Act, 1971 3 ? f ' he PremiSeS (Eviction of ^authorised 

Power number S.O. 1250 dated 27-4-2007 published in the GaLToHn!, a G ,°™ rnment of ’^ia in the Ministry of 
men, hereby appoints the officer of National HydoeeccPowr/ 3 *“? 29 ' h M «* 20M > the Central Govern¬ 
or the Table below, being offtcer equivalent to the rank of (NHPC) menlioned in column (1) 

for the purpose of the said Act who shall exercise thr n J ° fflCer of the Government, to be Estate Officer 

Officers by or under said Ac, within theMsPf 0 ™ « Esc* 

of categories of public premises specified in column (4) thereof. P Column (2 > of the Slid Table in respect 
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[’TFT 3(ii)] 


Designation of the 
Officer 

Senior Manager/Manager 
(Civil) 


<qrc?t RF RRRR : fRcPRT 29 , 2007/311^34 7 > i929^ 


TABLE 


Local Limits of Jurisdiction 


Name of Village, Tehsil, 
District 


Categories of public 
premises ___ 


Simbule, Khairi, Sanjpoi, 
Baggi, Sanjp, Jandrera, Sherpur, 
Orumorh, Chowrah, Chhana- 
morh, Gandhiar, Devidehra, 
Bonkhrimorh, Banikhet, 
Dalhousie, Sundla and all 
other project area. 


Project areas falls in Two 
Tehsils of Chamera District; 

(1) Village Simbleu, P.O. 
Khairi, Tehsil Dalhousie, 
District Chamba (Himachal 
Pradesh) (2) Tehsil Salooni, 
District Chamba (Himachal 
Pradesh) 


Premises including resi- 

dential/non-residential 

accommodation/buildings 

or shops or stores/roads or 
structures installations of 
Power House, Dam, Surge 
Shaft, Tail Race Tunnel 
etc. belonging to Chamera 
Power Station Stage-1, 

m ■ • TA* PKortlho itl 


[File. No. 16 / 1 6/97-DO(NHPC)] 
SANJAY CHADHA, Director 


^ for#, 17 2007 

^T 3TT. 2765.—4^14 7RR>R, RRRNT (7RI ^ 

^ faR 'srafa) 1976 ^ 10 

eft (4) eft SFJRTR "ft, 3ft7 ^shR 

^ PdHPelRsId THRIFT Rft, 8° 

Tftrn ft ftft -m rirt rr 

■f, RRR oft ft atfRtjfaa RTtft i? 

STpRRRR RR W, 

^t 4^FT TrFlcH, l 

[wm 4-11011/2/2006-H^] 

•SR/R RRTR RP^R 

MINISTRY OF STATISTICS AND PROGRAMME 
IMP! .EM ENIATK >N 

New Delhi, the 17th September, 2007 
S.O. 2765. —In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule 
10 of the Official Language (use for official purposes of 
the Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby 
notify the following office of the Ministry of Statistics 
and Programme Implementation in the Gazette of India 
where 80 per cent of the staff has acquired the working 
knowledge of Hindi. 

Survey, Design and Research Division, National 
Sample Survey Organisation, Kolkata. 

[No. E-l 1011/2/2006-Hindi] 
A. K. SAXENA, Jt. Secy. 

TjgRT aftr uhium h4i<*i3 

^ felt, 20 ^Tli 2007 
^TT.STT. 2766.—-^R R4K4R ^ 11 2007 

■aft THFU'tsq-r ^ srpfiR ft wt-O 

ftm, 1983. ^ IftRR 7 dRI 8 Rl RTR Rfel Rdfa* 
fWT, 1952 (1952 RH 37) Rft RKT 5 Rft (D 


^RT Rtoft Rd wm RRft T&Z 7R4q7 PimRiPot 
oqfaR T f Rft cTc^Tel 3JRTR ft ft Rft RR 3^ ^ ^ ^ 

3Tlftnf <FF, ft ft Rift ft, ftftR ^ ^ 

fttR ft RRRT1 ft ^ R Rift % + : 

(1) ft ft. ft. t^RRTR 

(2) ft ft. ft. "3ft 

(3) ft ft. R. 

(4) ft ft. <4lft0 

[m R. 809/5/2007-"^ (7ft)] 
ftflRT fe, Pi^i+T (ftTTR) 

MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND 
BROADCASTING 

New Delhi, the 20th July, 2007 
S.O. 2766.—In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification'of even number dated 11th July, 2007 and in 
exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) ot 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) 
read with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) 
Rules, 1983 the Central Government is pleased to appoint 
the following as members of the Bangalore Advisory Panel 
of the Central Board of Film Certification with immediate 
effect for a period of two years or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier : 

(1) Shri K. B. Lingraj 

(2) Shri V. K. Urs 

(3) Shri K. N. Vaidyanath 

(4) Shri G. Dayananda 

[F. No. 809/5/2007-F(C)] 
SANGEETA SINGH, Director (Films) 
22 3RTRT, 2007 

■3TT.3TT. 2767.—7TR RRTcRR ft P<Hift 15-06-2005 
eft RHRteqq; ftftjRRT ft SFpFR R 3^ (3TRFH) 

pqqqiddft , 1983 fftRR 7 3?k 8 ^ RTR 9p5?l RTJfT* 
3lPRjRRR, 1952 ( 1952 RtT 37) Rft RTR 5 Rft "OT-RRl (1) 
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7 fa TWI ’’ R ^ S5IITOR * TKFif 

15-06-2007 3 10-07-2007 TO ttf 
* ftn? xrstift f 1 

809/9/2004-T^rr (fa)] 

^91 tw, fd<fa|<t> ( fa r l| ) 
New Delhi, the 22nd August, 2007 
S ' a 2767 -— In continuation of this Ministry’s 

exercise of thl eVe " "“"fa daled 15 -° 6 - 2 005 and in 

SecUonMf l. P r WerS CO " ferred by ^b-section (1) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 19521 

Rut" 1 mT,hi C d ? °,fa C ~^ 

the term he ° J Gove / nment is Phased to extend 
the term of the members of the Thiruvananthapuram 

dvisory Panel of the Central Board of Film Certification 
for the period from 15-06-2007 to 10-07-2007. 

[F. No. 809/9/2004-F(C)] 

SANGEETA SINGH, Director (Films) 

^ 6 2007 

. 2768 -—^ ^ 4 1 vi ?nn 7 

* *** * * 

fa?' 1983 7 TO 8 aiftPm, 

fa 0 " 2 37) . ^ TO 5 tpt TPI-tro (1) 5R, 

^ ittni ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

fa’ 7. 7 fa 1 W ’ ^ ^ 5W « 5B 

* l ” l6It>l< ^ * TO* * if ftyst t . 

}. fa in?. B^far4 

V. 20— J -587, 

3*Frr ^r, i 

2. "3T. (fa*Tfa) gfaeTT, 

79/2 m fa, T^tf^ 

' c n7TqFTC, ^<1^14-500036 

3. fa "3ft. T]c^ 

"RE 3TR 7# fag fa 6, 

-4. 42, 3fafa 3PRencl, 

T»H, fauMK I 

[^FT. Tt. 809/1/2007-faF (fa)] 

TPltclT (far?q) 

New Delhi, the 6 th September, 2007 

Nntfafa 27 f 68 ’— ln continuation of this Ministry's 

exe 'e se of,he eVen " Umber da ' ed 31sl May ’ 2007 a " d 
exercise ,if the powers conferred by sub-seclion ( 1 ) of 

ion 5 ol the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 19521 

read wtth rules 7 and 8 of the Cinemmograph (C cr ,ifica- 

appoinj 1 S, 1 *. lhe Ccnlral Government is pleased to 
fPPP fat following persons as members of the 

ydcrabatl Advisory p ane l of the Central Board of Fiim 
Certification with immediate effect for a period of two 
years or umtl further orders, whichever is eX 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


(i) Shri M. Madhumohan Yadav, 

H. No. 20-1-587, Gollakidiki, 

Puranapul, Hyderabad. 

(ii) Dr. (Smt.) Bhattu Susheela, 

79/2RT, Municipal Colony, 

Malakpet, Hyderabad-500036. 

(iii) Shri G. Chandra Sekhar Rao, 

MRC Building, Road No. 6, House No. 42 
Near Apollo Hospital, Film Nagar 
Hyderabad. 

[F. No. 809/1/2007-F(C)] 
SANGEETA SINGH, Director (Films) 

^ "Rcfa), 6 2007 

^ 11 -07-2007 itf 

Itot, i 983 * fror 7 to 8 ^ TTO ife arfttfror 

^2 0 952 ^37)^TO 5 ^^ TO(1) ^ 

fafa ^ Tfa« 

TOV^T 7s "i ^i, 'e es 7 tv, -7 unpH ^ gt sf rf 7 % 

^HcfT ?J7KT 4I44T, 

3P7T^tfe, 

70 / 1 , faeim (TT-rj) -fa' 

wfk-560004 
2. #Rd( TTd.TTR TFfT 

33-^t, fam 
560023. 

[RR- FT. 809/5/2007-tfa- (fa^)] 
FPfkrr 1%, fnfaich (fa^r) 

New Delhi, the 6lh September, 2007 

Notifl . S 'P* 2769 -— 1 ^ continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 11-02-2007 and in cx 

tTon'l 1 tl r° WCrS C ° nfcrrcd by snh-section (1) of Sec- 
ion . of the Cinematograph Act. 1952 (37 of 1952) read 

Rut™ 981 a ,h d 8 r°Vt r C ““8-P b (Cci.ifictr„) 

n n [ nf , h 7 Ccnlral Government is pleased to ap- 

Advt ,rv P 7'r S n P 4-° nS 25 memhcrs <>f lhe Bangaiofc 
Advisory Panel of the Central Board of Film Certification 

furlhcXde' alC fan 1 f ° r PCn '° d ° f lwo ycars or until 
lurlher orders, whichever is earlier : 

0) Smt. Sharda Naik, 

Vivek Apartment, No. 70/1, 

Vani Vilas (N) Road, 

Basavanagudi, Bangalore-560 004 . 

(ii) Smt. N. S. Rathna Prabha, 

33-D, B.G. Railway Quarters, 

Bangalore-560 023. 

[F. No. 809/5/2007-F(C)j 
SANGEETA SINGH, Director (Films) 



[BIB ll-BT^ 3(ii)] 


*fRcT THH4 : 29 r 2 007/ tHlP7BE7, 19?9__ 


^ %R?% 6 %FFBT, 2007 
'ePT. 3 ?r. 2770 .— 3 B RBTRR ^ %B%r 29-03-2007 BTl 
BfRTJBBT ^ 3T^ 3 3^ (Wff) 

fro, 1983 ^ %bb 7 bbt 8 % Bra e%b Bdfas arfrifaBH, 
1952 (1952 B7T 37) ^ «ITO 5 B?T BR-BTTI (l) 

BB B%B ^ BBFK, clcTO BBIB 3 

^ cptf ^\ sraf^ ^ %P7 bbbi bbe! bt%%‘ cf^, bt 
^ ^ <&fcT f%7B OTFR ^ B^K w 

«*& % bb 3 ^ t?t. %. BTcn 4n, 1 , 

MRIdl^, ,; # ::: %-600004 %V fty'td f I 

[TR. B. 809/2/2007-^ (B%] 

• JT lftTTT fBfT. fd<^ (f^BR) 


T^TT^n BB zriTBT ri^icdB 

C3^T3R f^WI) 

%orft, 19 fBTFBT, 2007 

^T.3TT. 2772,—%%lR B73TR, 7IBBTRT ‘BR % BIB%% 
1976 ^1^10^^-^ 
(4) <# SIJWT 3 WB Sift Haici-4, 

_£ faq^q pfrT BfH % BRdt RviBFrifFR 

% (^rRR7t) % fZHrdUsRl =t)i4cri'4l’ ^TcT-yici^ra 

th^lfN F ^ flr^t RE ^R%T*FF BH BTB1 %BT t, %T 

srftRjJVra rr% ft 

i -aro-nart ci-. 1 ij 1 rH <*J 3 llri 1144 


New Delhi, the 6th September, 2007 
S.O. 2770.—In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 29-03-2007 and in ex¬ 
ercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) ot 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 ot 195 ) 
read with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certifica¬ 
tion) Rules, 1983 the Central Government is pleased to 
appoint Ms. M. P. Bala Meera, No. 1, Kullukaran Street, 
Mylapore, Chennai-600004 as a member of the Chennai 
Advisory Panel of the Central Board of Film Certification 
with immediate effect for a period of two years or.until 
further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 809/2/2007-F(C)] 

SANGEETA SINGH, Director (Films) 


6 fUdHT, 2007 

■35T.3TT. 2771.—-fB BRRRR R> %dlR> 06-08-2007 
Bfri^dT ^ ri zk (WH) 

IWT, 1983 ^ IeRB 7 BBT 8 R^ BIB M%d BelfER BmtRRE, 

1952 (1952 RE 37) RTt RIB 5 R?1 TE-RKI (1) 

BTRET, BBTB 

3 RTt BBfB ^ BBBT m3 3Efen ^ Bl 

qiT^ri, -^ra %wE 3FTFTB BdTPFTR W 

^ ^ ^ BB ri Bt %)% EB BBcl, 128/1022, mim 
WB. 1, ^ Bt. Bft B^TTB (B.), "5^-400104 ^ 
Pi^qn BRBt 'll 

[tpt. ytstll 809/4/2007-1^ (Bt)] 

■ririftr fB?, (^B) 


New Delhi, the 6th September, 2007 
S.O. 2771.—In continuation of this Ministry s 
Notification of even number dated 06-08-2007 and in ex¬ 
ercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (l) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 ot 1952) 
read with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certifica¬ 
tion) Rules, 1983 the Central Government is pleased to 
appoint Shri Kirti M. Rawal, 128/1022 Motilal Nagar Na 
1 D. B. More Road, Goregaon (W), Mumbai-400104 as 
member of the Mumbai Advisory Panel of the Central 
Board of Film Certification with immediate effect tor a 
period of two years or until further orders, whichever is 
ear lier. 

[F. No. 809/4/2007-F(C)j 
SANGEETA SINGH, Director (Films) 


2. Brrafcra, BPT 57 

3. ^5ttB BTP#ra, BlfBB7 

[B. ^-11011/1/2006-%^] 
friBB B^Bd BfBB 

MINISTRY OF CHEMICALS AND FERFILIZERS 
(Department of Fertilizers) 

New Delhi, the 19th September, 2007 

S.O. 2772.—In pursuance of sub-Rule (4) of the 
Rule 10 of the Official Language ‘Use for official purposes 
of the Union’ Rule, 1976 the Central Govt, hereby notifies 
the following offices of Krishak Bharati Co-operative 
Limited (Kribhco) a Co-operative under the Administrative 
Control of the Ministry of Chemicals and Fertilizers, 
Department of Fertilizers, whereof 100% staff have 
acquired the working knowledge of Hindi : 

1. Kribhco, Regional Office, Aurangabad 

2. Kribhco, Regional Office, Nagpur 

3. Kribhco, Regional Office, Nasik 

[No. E-l 101 1/1/2006-Hindi] 

VIJAY CHHIBBER, Jt. Secy. 
19 fBcRB7, 2007 

cRT,3TT. 2773.—BTBTR, BBBTRf *BR Bt 
mmta ^ TrariT’ %bb, 1976 %bb 10 

^ (4) ^ 3T5B7B ^ IBER B51TBB, 

friRFT ^ wmft * tTOBlrifd B^BTfri B^% 

<tm\ ^ to 

^^• 5 ^ ^riBTfBTf BH BFB BR 

%B1 t, Bvl Wk\ t: 

1. ^B^t, B>TB%ra, 3triJiTBR 

2. -^B^t, befit 

3 . ^TB^t, BtFltcTB, BTfto 

[B. ^-11011/1/2006-%^] 
■fBBB B 3 BB B%TB 
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New Delhi, the 19th September, 2007 

d « S '°; ? 773 -“ In pursuance of sub-Rule (4) of the 
Rule 10 of the Official Language ‘Use for official purposes 
of the Union” Rule, 1976 the Central Govt, hereby 
notifies the following offices of Krishak Bharati 
o-operative Limited (Kribhco) a Co-operative under the 
Administrative Control of the Ministry of Chemicals and 
fertilizers, Department of Fertilizers, whereof 100% staff 
have acquired the working knowledge of Hindi : 

1. Kribhco, Regional Office, Aurangabad , 

2. Kribhco, Regional Office, Nagpur 

3. Kribhco, Regional Office, Nasik 

[No. E-l 1011/1/2006-Hindi] 
_VUAY CHHIBBER, Jt. Secy. 

(¥kr fern) 

M 17 ffidHQ 2007 

„ ^.377, 2774,— TOFT, TRimi 'fe 

^ ffe; # 1 ' km, 1976 ^ km 10 

( 4) if fern, 

TMKfa* fhqfelfe cRWfcl fefe 

k feneM, f HHfdPsltf kfe TOfe i 

^0 3Tfd?FT ^"4-q/O^p^ 4 tfe) FTT '4>l4fll^ to 

^ fo'Ul F, STffi^fkd TO# f 

1. fern fe;, 

trqr (from), 

TOT, T^.T£T.3nf.T^. feTO, 

Wfe feTOT fe, 

^TOlk-560 017 

2. ffTOfei TOEffi TO^ ; 

^-10, #-80, Ylfkfl TOR, 

^TOTT (lp3RTcT)-370201 

[7T. 3-6/2004-ffef ##] 

^ ^ TFITOI Effe 

MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE 
(Department of Agriculture and Co-opeartion) 

New Delhi, the 17th September, 2007 

i n nf tu°r\l 774 ;r ln pursuance of S ub-Ru!e (4) of the Rule 
0 of the Official Language (Use for official puiposes of the 
Umon) Rule, 1976, the Central Government, hereby notifies 
the following offices of the Directorate of Plant Protection 
Quarantine and Storage, Faridabad, under the Administra¬ 
tive Control of the Department of Agriculture and 
Co-operation, Ministry of Agriculture, 80% staff whereof 
nave acquired the working knowledge of Hindi :_ 

1. Plant Quarantine Station, 

Bangalore Air Cargo Complex (Exports) 

2nd Floor, M.S.I.L. Building, 

Airport Exit Road, Bangalore-560 017 

2. Plant Quarantine Station, 

N. U.-10, B-80, Shakti Nagar, 

Kandla, (Gujarat)-370 201 

[No. 3-6/2004-Hindi Neeti] 

K, N. KUMAR, Jt. Secy. 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


pRTSf ffsj l cdq 

_ M fek, 3 ffesu, 2007 
> 775 -—^ 7T747R, TRTOT (fe # TOF-fe 

fefe # %T 7 wt) km, 1976 ^ km 10 ^ 37 -km 
( 4 )^ 3 ^ 7 m if TOfe to? # fePdRsi d fe 
h ffel to TOfomr to ife fe mfoift# 
Tim so k feiro # fei # fe 

Td^Ri srfejfror to# t 

1 . tof# Tfm^R, npk 

2. TO#F FfeF# 3TRTU7, Ff fe# 

3. mk •JiN-hsnid TOqiciq, Ff t fe.k ( 

CTi i- 12018/1/2006-fek] 
Trfron fftto, Wffe 
MINISTRY OF CORPORATE AFFIAIRS 
New Delhi, the 3rd September, 2007 

pm m S P°P 27 ™ —ln P urs uance of sub-Rule (4) of the 
Rule 10 of the Official Language (Use for official pur¬ 
poses of the Union) Rule, 1976 the Central Government 

Mini!?/ no , tl / ies the following three offices of the 
°f Corporate Affairs, whereof more than 80% 
employees have acquired working knowledge of Hindi •— 

L Registrar of Companies, Pune. 

2. Competition Commission of India, New Delhi 
Serious Fraud Investigation Office, New Delhi. 

[No. E-l2018/1/2006-Hindil 
_ SAVITA PRABHAKAR, Dy. Secy. 

FRrim jcfchi+r ffdlcdq 
(^EETHT fVT^tT feriF) 

^ fe#, 27 mro, 2007 

^7r.3?r. 2776,—mPlPcfd FkfMH #fem 1988 

12 ^ ^ mu 5 rt 

™ ^ ^ WRT, # Tk. 

FT. krm smifax Fkrmr ^ mkt kt^ ^ 

kr q fd foi d 

mfeT Tkrmr ^ mit fhmr to f^ 
6-9-2004 Fft FTO1T STfff^RT ^ •3fkt( fen FFT qT 
FT mror ^ m k fefer mrat | : - 

fetclT feci, 

F kfer, feer 23, fST, f[F 7 lfq-122017 
(Fffen), : 0124-2367134 

[ff. 27-50/2002-^.^. j 
^ti^ kkro kro Fife 
MINISTRY OF HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 
(Department of Higher Education) 

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

l 2776.— In exercise of the powers conferred 

by Section I 1 read with Section 12 of the Auroviile Foun¬ 
dation Act, 1988 (54 of 1988), the Central Government 

rt m or ?; h n t s v for K the o r x ain [ ng term ° f the B ° ard ’ 

i.e., up to 5th September, 2008, the following person as 

= ° f the Auroville ^Zn 

6 9 9 noi \ de N ^l ficati0n of even number dated 
6-9-2004 in place of Shn D.P. Chattopadhyaya who has 
resigned from the Board : V ' no nas 

Smt. Ameeta Mehra 
The Presence, Sector 23, HUDA 
Gurgaon 122017, (Haryana) 

Telephone No. 0124-2367134 

[No. 27-50/2002-UU1 
KESHAV DES1RAJU, Jt. Secy 



[<qPT II-'SPS 3(H)] -hi<H ^ 


f^T T*n 29, 2007/3nf^T 7, 1929 


7949 


-srtimi irm^, Tarar aftr fa^rur ***** 

( "RIM^ "feWT ) 

^■^#,313^,2007 

„ OT 2777 

-n4* r** A TT^ arefe M*) afc W1 *F*S 3Tf^m, 1976 (1976 ^ 60) ^ *1N *H^ 

wfar^T 

m . „ *«, ^R, ^ «M*W* « 36^ W-W (7) 4h ^ (8) "™«5* 

> ... n., fer 1 < -STta-SfySt ^ Tm ^ ^T *5, 3m (WJ, *1* 1 

4spT iTT^SRT u?T., 15, *T Tmm , g? > r_ *^fhra-?^? * ^IT^oTT 4^ 3{<*)<*> ■H-^S'I ‘^rffcf 

r . r n _„ -x rm7H -a- fAuiuir T ^f«rr*far wm **t-i) wo^ 252 ^ <ac11 ^ 

irrara fan teit ^rcara * ^ * l< ’ M|u ™ ^ 

‘SS iTA ^/07/M3 

‘*TTcft f l 


■H 



— -pfi TJ^ WOT WHIMC1 3lT«nftcT 3R^ (^ ^ ^ 1 

^ 3^ ^ ^ 100 ^ = J ^ ^ ^ ^ 

w, 50 ^ -g^r^f mt fasp ti^ft -97 *n*f mn ii 

l^rm^nrTnr i . . 

3 ^ ^3 tNwt^ ( 12 ) -m^ ?if^ *n ^ jq, 

•J5T z tzszzz.- ^ *««■>..—* -* t?rT.%5 

* 2x10 * *f 5xl0 % ,^ t, ^ *44Tc^ ^ 3feulKH<fi *1 ^ ^ tl 

[xpi. u ^^ tJTf-21(223)/2006] 
3TR. *T4 t^TH 



7950 


THE^AZE^e of^nD,^ : SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/ASVINA 7, 1929 ,P A , T „-S E c.3(ii)] 

M1MSTRV OK CONSUMER AFTXfRSFOOOANItPUBLIC OISTRIBUTION 
(DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS) 


me 51st August, 2007 

authority, is satisfied that thTmodd d^rTbedT^^^ the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act 1976 e f6o e of S 1 1 q7fr en H be il OW) ^ “ conformit y ^th the 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules 1987 and the said mn del ’ ra f * 9?6) the Standards of Weights and 
suslained use and «o render accurate sc'tvtce under varied ^ ‘° ma,main i,S “ y «»** of 

•he Centra, 0 Gov h er™°em ,!» SUb - SeCtions < 7 ) “ d 00 »t Section 36 of the said Ac, 

top type) weighing tnstrumen, with digital 0 ?^°™',°' ** m ° de ' of non-automatic (Table 

brand name “A & D Company Limited" (hereinafter refefed T" 1 (AcCUraCy dass -'> “« -Uh 

Comapny Limited 3-23-14 HigashiIkebukuro, Toshla-ku Tokyo 1TO s " d modeI) -“““Aotoretl by M/s. A & D 

alteration before or aftersale by M/s Avon Weighing Systems Ltd is -n ^ Japa " and Marketed in India without any 

Road, Andheri (W), Mumbai-400058 and which is assiLd Lf’ ’ , ,'f’ Kunj ’ Megha HSG Sac " sv - 

nicn 1S ass igned the approval mark 1ND/13/07/143; 



. , Th l Said m0del is an Electro Ma S" e “ c Force Compensation based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table 
The T-el T'i , a m ‘ r '' ca P ac 'ty of 250g and minimum capacity of 100 mg. The verification scale interval (e) is 1 mg 
The readability of the instrument (d) is O.Ol/O.lmg. corresponding to capacity 100g./250g. I, has a device wTh 

1)3 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Liquid Crystal Dispode (LCD)/Display indicates the weighing result 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 8 8 


fraud. , add , - ti0n f eal ' ng lhe stam P ,n g plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
pnnc"pn“r“ d r aft"" " 0t * ^ ° f * ” ate ' ia1 ’ ~ y ' d ^> ^ ^ working 

Farther,," exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
o similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg and wt.h number of 

of xlO'°2xTo a ' e ,>'r n 5xi a 0 k '° " T ^ i0 ’°° 0 aCCUraCy f ° r V Value of 1 mg ' or more “ d with V value 
10 2x10 or 5x10 , k being a positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero manufactured bv the same 

mode 1 lha s ^een ZZtcZT ^ *** ^ ^ ^ * e s*™ ™ terials W * h which > the said —d 


[F. No. WM-21(223)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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MM, 11 tal, 2007 

RR. m. 2778,-MMr RRSR Rd, MIR RTfMlt SRI M RRjR M2 R7 fadR M ^ RRIRR It RRT t 

M RRd "M 2 Mm HI-SR (IN) It df 3 TT^rRlM) RTeRRTRR HM^t* stMtRR, 1976 ( 1976 Rd 60 ) sfRRTeRRTRR him = 6 ' 
(RfeM RR ai^MO Irrr, 1987 ^rrrr)' ^ 3 r^r t 3 jk?nw^ 2 wnIfa wtrirMrM arafa 3 Rt ^Mri 
W*fa RR1R MlT M MM RftfMfa 3' RRgdd M KR RRdT Ml; 

3RT;, «IRT36^^T-«IRr (7) afk SR-RRI (8) SRI RdR *ifafaRRM 1 ! RRR 

^qr M fa fad farR, M/M $ft ?I$Rt HKN°T far, RfadR' RTlt, Rfa, IJRfaR-752050, ’SltRT SRT Mifna R^RR 
TTaffsftn fa (zfsjjsfa fa-IR ) Rfa * ydUHi) * *jfaTT It 3fad7 ^°F fa^cf 3RRR#RT dldH RRRRR (fafaR MdiK) dt fa'cR 
ffafa RRS RR RTR ‘ M fa’I (ffal ^fa fM ^-faeRd Wfed RTfT RRT I) fa ffa ^fafarffa 3ITf RR "St/09/07/85 
RM^Iftld faRT RRT t, 3Rpfe WT-^ fat fa Wlffa Rfa t I 

•3^T fagRl TRF ffaRT ^ RR~R RR RR faf 3TTRTfa MlR 3T£Rfafa RlRR (fafaR RRfa 1 I ^Mt fafadR 
30 faM RTR fa ^JRRR 8RRTT 100 RTR t I WRT 'STTRTRR RTRRTR RRRRI 5 RT. t I M’’ fa 3TTfagdR fad t 
W RffRId oRRRRflrRRT fad 3nfajdTR RRTR t i fae #lf?r sifa MlR faRTIR RRfaTd RRdT tl <JH=b<R 230 Me fa 
50 'gfa RcRTfaf rrt ffad "'R Rdl RRdT 'll RiWr fae fa far ^ ^TciRdd r# 3 Rere^f ^irfrI ^ %R <st)r) M 
^ M2 ^ %R Rt IMt ^fTRiji ^[X hT^VI Iwt ^ ^ RT TTO RTRRt, RRtMt, fe'dhH, Rfe RTRRTR, Rf%R 

Mrr Ms ^ rr r2^ MMt r IMt rt Mi 



3fk^#HRfR, -eRR MRtWI Rft «1RT36 (12) ^ 3Rrl TlMf'^1M M ^ R^ Mm RRdt t "eRR 
HT-g ' o I Rl ei^RKe ^ "?R WR-RR ^ aMd M) IdPfRfdl SRI Mt fMTd, feRT^f ^ R^RR ^ Mt rtM -Y, fRRR ^dd 
^i^H i P^d to Rd tMiMr Mit rrt t, M ^ ¥t M, rrtM M rMirr ^ Mr ewon Rt M Rt 

100 fa. TIT. R 2 RTR ^ “I" RR ^ fRR 100 R 10,000 Rdf Rf) Yr R RcRFR OihhH 3RRTR (RR) M 5 RTR RTeM 3RM 
-£'i' RR^fatT 500 R 10,000 R^2 r RrRRRRRRRR 3RRTR (T1R) Rffd 50 fWliim cR> RY 3lfRRRR ^IRRT RtR t RR 
M | M RR lxio^, 2xl0 % RT5xl0 % Mt,Rt RRRRRT RT RiRlcRdi ^ifa RT ^R ^ RR^dR 11 


[Rd. R. ^^TRT-21 (225 )/2006] 
RR. RT^T^RR, RM, MM RR MlR 
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New Delhi, the 11th September, 2007 

S.O. 2778. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights' and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certiiticate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table Top type) with digital indication of “LNT” series of medium accuracy (accuracy class-111) and with 
brand name “HI-TECH” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Hi-tech weighing Scales, C/o Shree 
Laxmi Narayan Store, Balichhak Sahi, Jatni, Bhubneshwar-752 050, Orissa and which is assigned the approval mark IND/ 
09/07/85 ; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity of 30 kg 
and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verilication scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent 
subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument 
operates on 230 Volts and 50-Hertz alternate current power supply. In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing 
shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in 
terms in of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working principle, etc, before or after sale. 



Further in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of the Section36 of the said Act the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg and with the number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ vatue between 100 mg to 2g and with number of verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e* value of 5g or more and ‘e’ value of the fonn !><10 k , 2xlO k or 
5xlO k , k being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordnce with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21(225)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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of>T. 37T. 2779. C ^ T ^) 4 I 777337 33, IftRkl klfftddft SI<1 Tft 3753 37 fq"3K =h<3 3?" 3t> 331313 ift 33] t 

%■ ■i c K1 RhI^ k qfSld hTscI ( dM ftt 3^ 3ll«hRt ftlft) 312 331 3R 3T331 37f3fft33, 1976 (1976 33 60) 3?R 3T3 331 319 31337 
( Hl-Scrft 39 3 |^h 1<1 ) fn<H^, 1987 3l dHdkf 3^ 3TJ^rq t 37k ^ qm 3ft 77913*11 t 1% 7T91917 yftfti 3?1 373fk ft’ ift 393 Tffg^ 
93133T qqiM, Mskl! 3^7 fftfftFT 9f7l7«7l39l' ft Rkftdd ft31 9319 9391 7%; 

377T;, 373, 7k«t>K, ^dd 37fkfft93 3ft 3T71 36 3ft 39-9T71 (7) ftk 39-^1171 (8) 5171 9'<of Rfftdftf 39 uftftf 

^ f? ^ % 7%3, 7ft/37t $ft 71% 917133 73k, 7%, 33ft, ^1^37-752050,%% 517T fftfftfftfl 3«93 

wefar^ft (99%! kft-III) 9kft * 5Rk%' ftTSTfl ^ 37337 7399171% 377991% %19 399k n l ( iftUifr i ft 9317) eft 3%T 
35T, T37^ft 9F^ 99 913 ‘ 5lf %' t (f977 ^Tlft '?77cft 9991^399 Hi-S<*1 97?1 991 t) % 1% 31 59% fftf 371^ 93 %09/07/86 
7R3fttW f%l Tf ,qj f, 3759 % 3331-33 9lft % 99n1% 9k9l t I 

333 nisei 997 facbd % ycf)K 33 317 %f 3719% 31773 339911% 91719 ( kHi'+lft 9950 t I 777971 37^73313 

WT 60 %3fkrm 37k %93 $7991 200 319 t 1 37199 719999 919919 373737710 tit. t 1 9^ 37Tft3^T3 3% t 1%99 

TRT yfd7!cl ' 5 99RT9TcR97 31% 37%5<rH 99T9 t I e% %% 313R 3f33TR 33%RT 37731 tl ' 3T3 T 3J | '230 3% 3ft7 

50 3r3T33l 3T3 f%T 37 37fft 3173T tl 73lf&73 % 3ft 7ftc7 317ft ^ 37tftl733 3#3 3ft 3>M3^ui 033% ^ t% 7ftftft 3Tft 

7M 7ft3T3T3 f3T31 ^31 3ft7 3%T 3ft t33ft ^ ^ 31 337RT fTT^ 7TT3Tft, 33%T, %TT?3, Tlfe ^13313, 3f%3 

fTT^PRT 37ftft ^ 3^7 "ft 3fft^ ^Rqcfi 3 1373T ^11 77^1 



3?k, %% 777337, 331 37f3fw7 3ft 3T3 36 ( 12 ) |1RT UTS T'lRKIdT 33 TrftkT 3kft ^ k? 3%TT 3krft t % 333 
kfedl ^ 3kpft33 ^ f77 33M 33 37 37ftftft % fftfft^ ^171 37ft fk^ld, fS3'k3 ^ 37577k % 37ft 77Tklft f%ft 333 
375311ftd Hl-Sel 1ftPiH? u I Ph9l 3311, IftPlfftcT 373 *^373 ftl % Fl 337, 33T«ft3 37k 33ft3kT3 cflTH 333733 *ft tfft ^ft 100 
fft. 31. ^ 2 337 ^ ‘ i ’ 3R ^ 1% 100 ^ 10,000 337 3ft ^3 ft - 733FR 3133R 3737TR (33) 3ft7 5 337 3T 73% 3Tfk37 oft * ^ ’ 
3T3 ^ fftlk 500 "ft 10,000 3ft 73 k 7R3133 313313 3737I7T (33 77% 50 fWlOIH ^ 37f337 3ft7 5000 l3 ’ dUl l H 337 3ft 
3Tf33Td9 WT1 3% t 37k ‘f 3R 1x10^, 2xl0 % 3T 5x10* ^ t, 3ft 3313731 3T 3k3T3737 33% 31 7]3? # 737333 t'l 

[33. 77.75^377-21 (225)/2006j 
37k. 31^33, P%I3>, fftf337 313 fftkH 
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[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 11th September, 2007 

S.O. 2779. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the cetificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of “LNP” series of medium accuracy (accuracy class-111) and 
with brand name “HI-TECH” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Hi-tech Weighing Scales, 
C/o. Shree Laxmi Narayan Store, Balichhak Sahi, Jatni, Bhubneshwar-752 050, Orissa and which is assigned the approval 
mark IND/09/07/86; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity of 60 kg. 
and minimum capacity of 200 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 10 g. It has a tare device with a 100 percent 
subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument 
operates on 230 Volts and 50-Hertz alternate current power supply. In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing 
shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in 
terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working principle, etc. before or after sale. 



Further in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and upto 5000 kg. and with the 
number of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 1 ■> ! 00 for l e’ value between 100 mg. to 2g. and with number 
of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10000 . ‘e’ value of 5g or more and "e value of the form 1 

, 2x10 k or 5xl0 k , k being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacture, 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has 
been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(225)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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3rf%RWI TOI 10 ftwft RRWT 230 
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s» * ?i7r^ tr^ ST-T2 50 ,£* «* — - * * 
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New Delhi, the 11 th September, 2007 

authority S is^satisf^'d~that 1 lhe a MnHpfH ntra 'K^'H A ' en |! llen *li a ^ er consideri "8 the *Port submitted to it by the prescribed 

sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; F 

rhp r t N iT’ thereforej in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act 

N»„. Sm . Balichhak !,», ,„i. (ISO, 0,„„ i 

and minimlcinacitvofSoVTt!" f? T "’1 b T d Weighi " g inSt “ with a ™um opacity of 10 kg 

retained tare effect. The light emitting diode"(LEEn disola* *, 8 ^ haS 3 t3re dev,ce W1,h a 100 percent subtractive 
230Volts and 50 Hert? ^ltp g ^ splay indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 

-PUVolls and bO-Hertz alternate current power supply. In addition to sealing the stamping plate sealinn shall also he 

- 



c Fu ' t J er !" cxerc!se of the P ow ers conferred by sub-section (12) of the section 36 of the said Act the Central 

" ii '”* .» mi ,« v«... . f 




[F. No. WM-21(225)72006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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twMwI 4j?u el^'l ’ t7 _ r:fITrr) ^ TlTTO ^ fanA 

« ™ *> * <« ^ "* - " *»’”“ 

^ irf ?TT unm V&b Tfrctft, , 73fe ^ 



--^H£-3sESSE5I 

‘f timi X 10 *. 2x10*^ 5x10*. **,^*ww’"*»"«* 


[xpr. 71. W^T?T-21( 162)72006] 
3JTC, Tn^T^Ff, Pi^*i*r>, f^T^> ^ f^TH 
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New Delhi, the -11th September, 2007 


S ;°* 2781 .— Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

r- . N 1 0 ^’ lherefore> m exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act 
7^°kf T’ en ‘ he I eb ?' ’ SSUeS a " d P ublishes the ‘ificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table Top type) with dig.tal indication of “DIVA-S” series of medium accuracy (accuracy class-III) and with 
brand name Mettler Toledo” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Mettler-Toledo India Private 
Limited, Amar Hills, Saki Vihar Road, Powai, Mumbai-400072 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/07/66 ; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity of 15 kg 
and minimum capacity of 40g. It is also provided with scanner. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g up to 6 kg and 
5g above it. It has a tare device wtlh a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The liquid Crystal Display (LCD) 
isplay indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply 
In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for fraudulent 
pracuces and model shall not be changed ,n terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working principle, 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of the Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instrumemts 

^afeTnte^l^ ) ^ rf0rn,an “ * “ ries with niax unum capacity up to 50 kg and with number of verification 
scale interval (n m the range Of 100 to 10000 for V value between 100 mg to 2g and with number of verification 

scale mterval (n) ,n the range of 500 to 10000 for V value of 5g or more and V value of the form 1*I 0 ‘ 2x10“ or 
=xl0« be,ng a positive or negauve whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in 

manufacture^ 1 ^ Same PnnC ' P ' e ’ deSig " a " d Wilh the Same materials with which, the said approved model has been 


[F. No. WM-21(162)2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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«_ *, m %m srorfra TtorR zm^m TferR (tsraOT ***) 7WI tl ^ 

-cfe^i n*. fa+d fa nw *ir wa ___, 6 fayfti nq t»2 w* Tjfa 

*01 «mn 15 r+dlam afa 1?<w *W" 40 nw fri ^ OT ^ratr=i tmw t i ^ *Mz>i 

fare »w ?KEfo 7WI it T re srei 23 0 ^ ^L fa?Ara; 



sfft,..**to anWm fa *^36^ ^/' Tim* 3, 

^<fa ^ifarere 7* fare 

*— 1?i» “ ■ * ''*J. ”.tSS; ™—*» <w *»«r" -l* 

1 ^.x.o,2 x [^wwutevww 
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authority, is satisfied that the Modd describetnn'the "2 nf ^ r co [ >a,der, ” g the re P ort submitted to it by the prescribed 
.he provisions of the Standards of Wei^.safd »i,h 

Measures (Approval of Models) Rules 1987 anH th^ -a a/ a ?,° ? f 1976 ^ and the Standards of Weights and 
sustained u^nd to render Surat se^L “defied * mai " tain 0V " peri0dS ° f 

.hec en ,r G ^ 

Toiedo India Private ma ™f-mred by M/s. Mettled 

mark 1ND/09/07/67 ; ’ owai ’ Mumbai-400072 and which is assigned the approval 

and minimum^apacUy of 40g l The verHication scale^'t^^w'T'^ 11 ^ inStrUmen, W],h a “*« capacity of 15 kg 

with a 100 per cent 2g , UP '° 6 kg 5g ab ° TC d 11 has * <*« devicf 

result. The instrument operates on 230 Volte aid 50 h V qU ,! ^ P ’ ay (LCD) diSplay indicates the weighing 
Stamping plate, sealing shall X be done „ nl n alte ™>e current power supply. Jn addition to sealtng the 
shall not be ch nged in terms a "P™"* ° f lhe machi " e for fta “ d u'cnt practices and Model 

sale. 8 ° f 1,5 malenal ’ accuracy ’ desIg "- crcuit diagram, working principle, etc. before or after 



Government hereby “s . <12) ° f the S « d °" 36 of the said Ac, the Centra, 

of similar make and performance of same series witlfmav" ° * 6 Sa ' d M ° del shal! also cover ,he wei 8 hin g instruments 
scale interval (n) in the ran°e of 100 to m mn flr . , T™ ca P acIty U P t0 50 k S and with number of verification 

interval (n) in. he range of 500 , 0 “o000 “ V value 0 “/ sir" t !° 2g ?" d wSh " Umber ° f verification sca,e 
5 X m k being a positive or negative whole number or equal toTeromaUacTur^bv S™ ‘ * r X '°* ° F 
Zu r fa a ct“ei: th thC Same PrinC,Pie ’ deSiS " a " d Wi,h with which, the satd ipprtTd “htble 


[F. No. WM-21(162)/2006j 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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amhorjfJsfie'd ^ rep0rt Submitted “ il b * the P—"bed 

.he provisions of the Standardsofwfi?and ^ " *" wilb 

Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is Hire 1 J - the Standards °f Weights and 
sustained use and ,o render accurate service unlr vartd Conditions ' ma ' mam “ S °™ r P “ iods of 

.he Centrat'GovernmenCherebCissuesband^uhlisheCth 611 ^ (?) ^ (8) ° f Sec,ion 36 ° l tha said Ac, 

weighing instrument (Weight bridge tvoel with dioital ■ '^^,7 a PP rovaI °f the Model of non-automatic 

class III) and with brand Ce ^HR^^SHAR^ h etmf 0 " IT*™! "** of ’ a TO (Accuracy 
Savarkundla Weighing System, *! f*'' 1 ma " U “ ^ 

IND/09/07/65 ; P ’ ^ nattls garh-492009 and which is assigned the approval mark 

capacity oHOOkg. 1 Tto! ve’tflfc^ with a maximum capacity of 30000 kg. and minimum 

tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED1 disriav ind.v f .h^ devlce Wlth a 100 per cent substractive retained 
and 50 Hertz alternate 7* reSUl '' inStruroenl °P“ ates on 230 Volts 

prevent the opening of the machine for fraudulent practices and 3 ItodelVhan^Th^T Seal ‘" 8 Sha " alS ° bC d ° ne ‘° 
accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working principle etc. before o^after sale " 8 “ “™ S ° f ma ' ena1 ’ 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-<c'^»ion fl?) nf o*- e , 

Government hereby declares that this cenifiratta nf ra Y ” n ( 12 ) ° f the Section 36 of the said Act, the Centre! 
of similar make and performance n f sa • • ppr0va ’ e saic * ^ ocie l shall also cover the weighing instrurr 

number of verification scale interval (n) inTherange ofJOOto ^ l ' P ‘° 10 ° l ° nne “ d ' ‘ 

form 1 x 10 K 2 x 10 K orSYinK w, ■ . . t0 U,U0 ° for e va l ue of 0g. or more and k e’ value of the 

same manufacturer in accordance’ OTlh'thVsamnri ° r T 8 !t“ Ve WhoU ; " Umber ° r equaI t0 zer0 ' manufactured by the 
approved Model has been malfacTured " P ’ g " and W “ h ,he Same matCrials with tha aa « 


[F. No. WM-21(239Y20061 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^TTTrft^T TnW 

^ ferft 20 ftlTOT, 2007 


•^r? RSfiftlTT 'HHdfa HI44T 0*t) ^ ,<sqi > 

•R "3^ afa 

-^ft -HKcflii thiT^ gRl <nro^rRci 
‘JTTTtfta TTR^T 33«1^1 HM'fft, ^ 

wit afR^ 


~ 2 

3 

4 

1. anf^ 15727 (Wl) : 2007 

— 

17TTO7, 2007 

OTf T^ 3Tt 12952-1 : 1998 TOlfc-lTO^ 
oiicr^K qm 1 fo'lfe £RT 

'>«=l<rMvflcrl?TT 3ftici «t><A «f>t *n*iHl M«&fci411 

2. anfi^ 15727 (*n*T2) : 2007 


ftlTOT, 2007 

3TTf 3Tt 12952-2 : 1998 TOlf^-fTO^ 

•^JT 'SBr^BH ^TFT 1 -^dOdl ftpftj IR1 

^FT^mi w ^ ^ tNH M^PcRl 

3. 15727 (*mT3) : 2007 


ftlTO7, 2007 

art 12952-3 : 1998 ‘dWilfr-fawO 
'm 3 ^ ^ 



^(rH^Dcrldl ariici <bt *uhi*^I MisHl^ll 

4. 15727 (*1PT 4) : 2007 

— 

ftTcF^R, 2007 

371^^ 3Tt 12952-4 : 1998 TOlft-iWul 
■^jy 'oUdgH 'RFT 4 TJ^RRft fe J T{2 £HT 

^gHviterar w c rst<RT 


ftTTO7, 2007 

5. 3^^ 15758 (^1) * 2007 


anf^ art 9151 : 1995 TOifMpn^ 

1 eft ^ WV$ T TT ^TT ^ Tf^R 0 ! ^ 
ftrfti w 'TOn 

6. 157.58 (*TTn 2) : 2007 


ftlTO7, 2007 

anf TJ73 ait 6942 i 2002 TO1 

qm 2 ftiTOn ‘3®n ^ ^ 
tttwI ^t ariroR 

7. an^ ^ 15758 (4) : 2007 


ftTTO7, 2007 

anf TR7 aft 15025 : 2000 TOlf^-^SlT TO 
qjrf 4 Tftftffi ^TOT H^l 0 ! ft? 

8. anf 15758 (MTn 5 ) : 2007 

_ 

ftTTOT, 2007 

3$ Ti^t 3Tl 9185 : 1990 TOlft-^W TO 
^qjrf 5 ftmefft ^ yRl 

~m too 


ftTTOR, 2007 

9. ai^T^ 15760 (*1PT 2) : 2007 



31 t£ T^T aft 11677-2 : 1994 TOlft WfM 

aft* ■^TfFRJFT-Tf^ ftft <*ft ?£9 ^ 

f^g- ^ -Jf^g 3TRF1 RFT 2 ^t-STl'PR ^ t^Rl c£l 




3855 GI/2007—4 



7964 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/AS VINA 7,1929 


[Part II—Seo. 3(ii)J 


/ " ----- 

10. 3^trt 15760 (RRT3) : 2007 

T3^T 11677-3 : 1995 

sfa IFJlcf 

^ 3^ strtpt 3 slfr 

^ 10626 : 1983 W! 

3Tf^sf>H u l ^ 

4 

focMf, 2007 

11. 15761 (*IFT2) : 2007 

^ ^ ^ 96-2 : 1992 RTT^Rt 

3^ fcrfRT frit ^%rr 3^T <£ 

FT RHcKt aft TjfrT77T OTJTrbr TIT-i—i - 

TRT5138 : 1981 

STfeRDT {Tir 

fadM*, 2007 


%% r*' *-■ *"■*-*■*-■ 

^ ^ ^rf, ftfcrar TRp (z hr^t ) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 

New Delhi^ the 20th September, 2007 

1987, .he Bureau of"sf “h* l ^ BUreaU ° f India " Slandards Rules - 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated agatast each ° f Which are S iven in the 

—_ _ SCHEDULE 

Si. No. & Year of the 
No. Indian Standards Established 


(1) (2) 


No. & Year of Indian 
Standards, if any 
Superseded by the 
New Indian Standard 


Date of Established 


h 1S 15727 (Partl ) ; 2007/ISO 12952-1 :1998 Textiles- 
burning behaviour of bedding items Part 1 General 
test methods for the ignitabiiity by a smouldering 
cigarette 6 

Z IS 15727 (Part 2): 2007/ISO 12952-2: 1998 Textiles— 
Burning behaviour of bedding items Part 2 Specific 

cigarette^ 8 f ° r ^ ignitability b 7 a smouldering 

3. IS 15727 (Part 3): 2007/ISO 12952-3:1998 Textiles 
urmng behaviour of bedding items Part 3 General 

test methods for the ignitabiiity by a small open 
flame 

4. IS 15727 (Part 4): 2007/ISO 3 2952-4; 1998 Textiles— 
Burning behaviour of bedding items Part 4 Specific 
test methods for the ignitabiiity by a small open 
flame 

5. IS 15758 (Part 1): 2007/ISO 9151:1995 Textiles— 
Protective clothing Part 1 Method of determining 

of heat transmission on exposure to flame 


( 3 ) 


( 4 ) 


September, 2007 


September, 2007 


September, 2007 


September, 2007 


September, 2007 
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0 


(3) 


( 4 ) 


10 . 


IS 15758 (Part 2): 2007/ISO 6942:2002 Textiles— 
Protective clothing Part 2 Assessment of material 
assemblies when exposed to source of radiant heat 


September, 2007 

IS 15758 (Part4): 2007/ISO 15025 :2002 Textiles— 
Protective clothing Part 4 Test Method for limited 
flame spread 


September, 2007 

IS 15758 (Part 5): 2007/ISO 9185:1990 Textiles— 
Protective clothing Part 5 Assessment of resistance 
of materials to molten metal splash 


September, 2007 

IS 15760 (Part2): 2007/ISO 11677-2: 1994 Textiles 
machinery arid accessories—Main dimensions of flat 
steel healds with open end loops—Part 2 J-shaped 
end loops 

' 

September, 2007 

IS 15760 (Part 3): 2007/ISO 11677-3: 1995 Textile- 
machinery and accessories-1983 Main dimensions of flat 
steel healds with open end loops—Part 3 Carrying 
rods for healds with C and J-shaped end loops 

Superseding IS 10626 

September, 207 

, IS 15761 (Part 2): 2007/ISO 96-2; 1992 Textiles— 

Superseding Is 5138 : 1981 

September, 2007 


nuivmiivi^ --- ^ 

for ring spinning and ring doubling frames Part 2 
HZCH-, HZ- and J-rings and their appropriate 
travellers. 


Copy of these Standards are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Statutes Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkatta, Chandigarh Chenna,, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagp , 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 




19 2007 

^iT.3TT. 2785. — c h'sO z l ^ 4 "TF 

nHhf ^CTT t % W1H XFRI 
Trfcq^HT arfpfa ^ 

% it feU* T3^ ^ 

3Tk TORT ^ TRR ^ 

91 $ 4 d CifH UTcTT^ 1? ^7 TTI 

3qf«RJ^RT ^ WR ^<£^1 ^ i 3Tf^^R RR 

3p£l fRRT 

3TcT:, 3T«f, TORT, 3^ Tsrf^r 

TTT^n^l (*jfa 3 RRRfa c£ 3rf*P*RT "RR 3#R) 3Tf#RTR, 
1962 (1962 RR 50) R>t RRI 3 TR-RTCT (1) URI RTR 
^rf^f rr TRfrn ^ ^ ^ 3 <rratn * 3ifwr rr 

^ oqt^t, ^ ttrr a*3S5t 3 1^5t, 

^ Ctlfttl ^ fTORt -^KT SlfalWT RTl RRT 3 R^TWI ( 1 ) 


M.S. VERMA, Director & Head (Textiles) 

c£ 3}t}fa RRR c£ IHRR R*R y^lPVId 3Tf*R£RT( R^ 
qfadf TTT’*TR TJ T '^ricfl RTl 3Hd®R *+»<! Rt ^Idl i?, 5 C W’1’M iTR 
i RtcR, i rH Ml$4dl^H feTCr ^ i RTRR ^f, 

T^t. *ft. ^R, W-TR TffRRRTl, CSfr^R!) 

Rd, falser Rid, ti-3, W ^TR 1w TTWf, RR^, 
-^^^(-302016 (TpjR^tTR) R^ f^rfeRT ^ ^1 

l 


3T^ft 



' d^uld 

<* 

t 

! 

i Rno, 

^9901 ( ^<+i. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


snst 


153 

0.0030 




152 

0.0040 




100 

0.0300 




101 

0.0440 
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wit q£vcm><rii 




fisRHi 




0.0060 

0.0100 


0.0150 

0.0300 

0.0150 

0.1050 

0.0100 

0.0132 

0.0108 


4m 

0.1990 

170 

0.1892 

178 

0.0540 

4m 

0.2432 


0.0350 

0.0600 

0.0100 

0.0900 

0.0200 

0.0300 

0.0398 

0.0370 

0.0398 



4m 

0.3616 


1040 

0.0100 


1032 

0.1210 


1031 

0.0100 


4m 

0.1410 


70 

0.0500 


67 

0.0278 


65 

0.0676 



0.1454 


1_ 2 3 


195 

0.0580 

112 

0.0270 

107 

0.0030 

106 

0.0250 

105 

0.0330 

183/2% 

03590 

183/297 

0.0250 

183/366 

0.1080 


0.7350 

92 

0.0075 

90 

0.0075 

88 

0.0400 

501 

0.0050 

4m 

0.0600 


't’O ^ 
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4 _ 6 

467 0.0162 

4m 0.0162 

44 0.0248. 

49 0.0230 

53 0.0450 

144 0.0100 

145 0.0125 

146 0.0225 

0.1378 

1628/4020 0.0648 

4m 0.0648 

2302 0.0418 

2296 0.0100 

2295 0.0200 

2245 0.0486 

2240 0.0020 

2237 0.0100 

2238 0.0204 

2230 0.0100 

2213 0.0200 

2206 0.0082 




W<41 


4m. 

0.2210 

2215 

0.1890 

2216 

0.0810 

4m 

0.2700 

14 

0.0140 

17 

0.0080 

21 

0.0478 

22 

0.0532 

23 

0.0060 


28 0.00770 

40 0.0760 

^ 0.2820 

loo 0.0130 

399 0.0146 

4m 0.0276 

SO 4m 0.3348 

4m 0.3348 

1345 0.1188 

0.1188 
405 0.0100 

0.0100 
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■qRfi TFSFra : facial 29 

1 2- 

3 

4 

5 


sl-thf UIHCll 

528 

0.0700 



531 

0.0584 



573 

0.0300 



584 

0.0980 



606 

0.1584 



605 

0.0450 



604 

0.0160 



566/2 

0.0702 



ntn 

0.5460 



248 

0.0100 





247 

0.0208 



312 

0.0040 



316 

0.0100 



ntn 

0.0448 


^or 

712 

0-3618 



719 

0-1188 



■qbr 

0.4806 


[m u 14014/9/07MWt 1 


TT?T. 

ministry of petroleum ANI) naturalgas 

New Delhi, the 19th September 2007 

S. O. 2785. —Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transportation of natural gas through Ibrahimpur 
Dholpur pipeline project in the State oi Rajasthan, a pipe¬ 
line should be laid by GAIL (India) Limited; 

And, whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is neces¬ 
sary to acquire the Right of User in the land under which 
the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962, 
the Central Government hereby declares its intention to 
acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date 
on which the copies of the notification issued under sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the 
Gazette of India are made available to the general public, 
object in writing to the laying of the pipeline under the land 
to Shri S. C. Jain, Competent authority, GAIL (India) 
Limited, 4th Floor, Crystal Mall, A-3, Sawai Jai Singh High¬ 
way, Banipark, Jaipur-302016 (Rajasthan). 


2007/3nf^R 7, 1929 


District 

Tahsil 

Village 

Survey 

Area to be 


No. 

acquired for 
R.O.U. (inHect.) 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Dholpur 

Badi 

Bateshwarkala 153 
152 

0.0030 

0.0040 




100 

0.0300 




101 

0.0440 




151 

0.0060 




194 

0.0100 




195 

0.0580 




112 

0.0270 




107 

0.0030 




106 

0.0250 




105 

0.0330 


183/296 03590 

183/297 0.0250 

183/366 0.1080 



Total 

0.7350 

Kuhawni 

92 

0.0075 


90 

0.0075 


88 

0.0400 


501 

0.0050 


Total 

0.0600 

Gadi Kirana 

583 

0.0150 


598 

0.0300 


599 

0.0150 


603 ' 

0.1050 


602 

0.0100 


1018 

6.0132 


597 

0.0108 


Total 

0.1990 

Ranpur 

170 

0.1892 

178 

0.0540 


Total 

0.2432 

Aligarh 

5% 

0.0350 

883 

0.0600 


884 

0.0100 


890 

0.0900 


891 

0.0200 


880 

0.0300 


878 

0.0398 


876 

0.0370 


874 

0.0398 



Total 

0.3616 

Zarari 

1040 

0.0100 

Ghesua 

1032 

0.1210 


1031 

0.0100 


Total 

0.1410 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Dholpur 

Badi 

Lakhepura 

70 

0.0500 




67 

0.0278 




65 

0.0676 




Total 

0.1454 



Pura Ulawati 467 

0.0162 




Total 

0.0162 



Bakhtupura 

44 

0.0248 




49 

0.0230 




53 

0.0450 




144 

0.0100 




145 

0.0125 




146 

0.0225 




Total 

0.1378 



Kuri Ka 

1628/4020 

0.0648 



Pura 






Total 

0.0648 



Aljalpur 

2301 

0.0418 




2296 

0.0100 




2295 

0.0200 




2245 

0.0486 




2240 

0.0020 




2237 

0.0100 




2238 

0.0204 




2230 

0.0400 




2213 

0.0200 




2206 

0.0082 




Total 

0.2210 



Dhwazpura 

2215 

0.1890 




2216 

0.0810 




Total 

0.2700 



Marholi 

14 

0.0140 




17 

0.0080 




21 

0.0478 



--- 

22 

0.0532 
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Dholpur Badi Marhali 


Arrua 


23 

28 

40 


400 

399 


Dholpur 

Dholpur 


Srani 


1345 


Dholpur Bhilganwa 405 


Dholpur 


Dholpur Narpura 


0.0060 

0.0770 

0.0760 


Total 0.2820 


0.0130 

0.0146 


Total 0.0276 


Puthpura 301M 0.3348 


Total 0.3348 


0.1188 


Total 0.1188 


0.0100 


Total 0.0100 


nanta528 

0.0700 

531 

0.0584 

573 

0.0300 

584 

0.0980 

606 

0.1584 

605 

0.0450 

604 

0.0160 

566/2 

0.0702 

Total 

0.5460 

ira 248 

0.0100 

247 

0.0208 

312 

0.0040 

316 

0.0100 

Total 

0.0448 

i 712 

0.3618 

719 

0.1188 

Total 

0.4806 


[F. No. L-14014/9/07-G.P.] 
S. B. MANDAL, Under Secy. 


*1$ is<rdi, 24 TOdMU 2007 

50) *» m 3 *» (i) m m ^ 1962 5 1962 

3im eRt TOm TOt t; ^ ^ ^ ' ^ 3TO TO cfT 3PH 
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wfrT ^ 3TfW* WPfo fiSTg, W1 

wM, taivWl T^T Tte, ^RT, TOR ^ ^ 3 TO **’ MI 1 

a^ft 


faftes , wm ^ 23, 




Tnrdta "nfa 


#n 


TTwr 




1. ^ff^TTHI 

2. Wlft 

3. I^TSt 


■qfencir 


■m 


1. <14* 15 

2. '4kreRW 

3. W 

4. '*MOp 

5. «?>eii 


■q^ns 




c^fv^tRI 




1. Tcrgrj "^rw 

2. '*rTOt^ 

3. %7? 




WTcrfl 


29 

35 

22 


195 

202 

211 

107 

95 


88 


264 


245 


164 


1. 'Wcfl 

2. T rat<m3Hl 


89 

79 


■ 5 ^ 

#n 


50 


21 


TERW 


55 


317 

320 

79 

139 

434 

21 


18 

397 


00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 


00 

00 




05 

04 

01 

01 

01 

00 


15 

01 


faoTtwn 


TTCR 


6 

7 

8 

9 

1553-1554/1338/326 

00 

16 

02 

1766/384 

00 

17 

28 

564/444 

00 

07 

17 

565/444 

00 

08 

43 

15/3 

00 

00 

5) 

107 

00 

00 

76 

1097 

00 

01 

69 

54 

00 

01 

01 

627 

00 

01 

26 

679/410 

00 

07 

17 

2 

00 

06 

07 

8 

00 

00 

25 

9/1 

00 

01 

01 

9/2 

00 

09 

87 

10/2 

00 

02 

02 

11 

00 

03 

29 

12 

00 

08 

60 

13 

00 

08 

85 

18/1 

00 

06 

58 

18/2 

00 

03 

29 

19 

00 

10 

62 

22 

00 

00 

51 

23 

00 

00 

51 

44 

00 

02 

28 


31 

30 

77 

26 

26 

76 


18 

77 


[m U 3TR-25011/13/2007-3Tt.^-I] 

. —A. r~ ■ -■ - 1 111 1 1 11 


New Delhi, the 24th September, 2007 

S.O. 2786.—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transportation of Liquefied Petroleum Gas from Panipat in the State of Haryana to Jallandhar in the State of 
Punjab via Nabha in the State of Punjab, a pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in the-land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 


Mineraisl^ 

declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; * ’ °° l962 )> the Central Government hereby 

on whichThe TopTs sub-lec'f nwt °" e da ? s from «■» “ate 

Gazette of India are made available to the peneral n MV k" ■ ^® < : tlon ^ of the said Act, as published in the 
therein for laying of the pipeline under the land toShrift c- W ? tl " g t0 the ac ^ uisition of the right of user 

Corporation Limited, H. No. 23, Khukhrain Colony, Khalsfschool '" dian °“ 

SCHEDULE 


District Tehsil 


1 


Village 


Hadbast Mushtil 
No. No. 


Khasra/Killa No. 


Area 


Sangrur Sangrur 1. Munshiwala 29 

2. Nadampur 35 

3. Bimbri 22 


Patiala Nabha 1. Ramgarh 


2. Bauran Kalan 

3. Udha 

4. Baberpur 

5. Phalian Kalan 


Fatehgarh Amloh 
Sahib 


1. Raipur 
Chaubdaran 


3. Deheru 


Ludhiana Samrala 1. Bharthala 


Hectare Are Square 
Metre 


1553-1554/1338/326 00 

1766384 00 

564/444 00 


8 


16 

17 

07 


02 

28 

17 


195 

50 

15/3 

00 

00 

51 


— 

107 

00 

00 

76 

202 

— 

1097 

00 

01 

69 

211 

— 

54 

00 

01 

01 

107 

— 

627 

00 

01 

26 

95 

— 

679/410 

00 

07 

17 

88 

21 

2 

00 

06 

07 



8 

00 

00 

25 



9/1 

00 

01 

01 



9/2 

00 

09 

87 



10/2 

00 

02 

02 



11 

00 

03 

29 



12 

00 

08 

60 



13 

00 

08 

85 



18/1 

00 

06 

58 



18/2 

00 

03 

29 



19 

00 

10 

62 



22 

00 

00 

51 



23 

00 

00 

51 



44 

00 

02 

28 

264 

— 

317 

00 

05 

31 


— 

320 

00 

04 

30 

245 

— 

19 

00 

01 

77 


— 

139 

00 

01 

26 


— 

434 

00 

01 

26 

164 

55 

21 

00 

00 

76 

89 

4 

18 

00 

15 

18 

79 


397 

00 

01 

77 


[F. No. R-25011/13/2007-OR-J] 
S. K. CHITKARA, Under Secy. 
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^ faj#, 27 fRRiR, 2007 

-5IT.3IT. 2787.—^ 

•fol Tq^M^i ^ man. 3806 fcn* 18-9-2006 a?fk mn.39. 
972 02-04-2007 3RT afajSlfrst WW 

(sjfa^fmRfrl^ 3 tNwT, 1 962 ( 1962 

m 50) (fa** aif^RR mi ^nr) ^ 

3( 1) <£ 3T*fa 3rf*rgmi y*>ifetd m, (3tR 31% m 
Tf^T) 3 RTta (tffcror TPn) <ra>, mit^* vlvtiR ^ 
%q; ^er strct +TmU^ih Rifats srci “ am-T^fr^TR: 
mgqgn ^" ^ m«fa 3 ^ ^ 

wmter fmmt mm (mR m^i < w) m >t *j|M 

^xprfR^ 3#R?R ^ 3?#T ^ 319% 31TCT9 q% ^famT 9% *% i 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


158 

0 

00 

57 


153/195 

0 

02 

44 


153/187 

0 

00 

77 


81 

0 

00 

41 


50 

0 

04 

32 


86 

0 

02 

12 


162/188 

0 

01 

00 


[m. m. Tim-14014/30/2006/mt.9t. J 



tr. mt. 



New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 



■am aif«RjmT 9% Tiffa! 7^ mwi: 

25-11 -2006 91 mm£ ^ sift 22-6-2007 91 ^ 

mr ^ *ff i 

afk, wr 9if9md 9^ mm 3 au^m 9im mt 

i 

afk, ^99 ajfafWT 9 % 9 ftl 6 9 % m- 9 TO (O'^ 

^^< tt | -tf ^l$R 9lfW% % 9^9 7R9R mt amt Rnti % 
9tf I 

mk, ^#9 wi % mn fate RfeR rnfa ^ 
xprmt ^T afrfVl^Hl"% srjsjmt %' an^R 99 aif^mR 
srf% 9fa m fa%*99 tmu i ! 

3m:,319 ) ^inw^l arMwi mt 9RI 6 9% 

^9-9Ri (i) mm uiPwmFm faW 9fa mtw 
qrpft f fm 37fmjmr 3 99TO ai^pt 9 for-iPte 
^frq ff an^ito 9>t aifm>R 3lf^frf fmn 

Trar t i 

4r, 9^tq mm arfafRR mt mn 6 
tr-sri ( 4) gm 99m mfefar m fafri ^ m f%%m 
mt f fm^m *jfa 9 mfate m aiteR 9 Rfamr 9rR % 
mt% 9% 99T9 mmt fmrnnmf 9 -5m mm airmi 
mqftm fafafe 9 im 1 





Pucfl ; mFIMcT 

TFR : mtR 

9T9 eft! ilH 









cpf4U< 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

l. mpfim 

165 

0 

00 

60 


164 

0 

00 

82 


162 

0 

01 

33 


160 

0 

00 

54 


S.O. 2787.—Whereas by notification of Government 
of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas 
published in the Gazette of India vide number S.O. 3806 
dated the 18th September, 2006 and S.O. 972 dated the 2nd 
April, 2007 issued under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of 
user in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (herein after referred to 

as the said Act), the Central Government declared its 
intension to acquire the Right of User in the land specified 
in the schedule appended to this notification for the 
purpose of laying pipelines for the transportation of Natural 
Gas from Dadri in the state of Uttar Pradesh to Panipat in 
the State of Haryana by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited 
for implementing the “R-LNG Spur pipeline from Dadn 
to Panipat” in Tehsil Baraut, District Baghpat, in 
Uttar Pradesh State; 

And whereas, copies of the said gazette notification 
were made available to the public on or before 25-11-2006 
and on or before 22-6-2007 respectively. 

And whereas no objections were received from the 
public. 

And whereas the Competent Authority has under 
sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, submitted his 
report to the Central Government. 

And whereas the Central Government after 
considering the said report is satisfied that the Right of 
User in the land specified in the Schedule appended to 
this notification acquired; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the Right of User in the 
land specified in the schedule appended to this notification 
is acquired; 

£ 

And further in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the Right of Users in the 
said land shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, 
vest from the date of publication of this declaration in the 
Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all encumhrances. 


3855 GI/2007—5 
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SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: Baraut District: 

: Baghpat State 

: Uttar Pradesh 

Name of Village KhasraNo. Area 

Hectare Are 

Square 

Meter 

(1) (2) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

I* Jagos Khadar 165 

0 

00 

60 

164 

0 

00 

82 

162 

0 

01 

33 

160 

0 

00 

54 

158 

0 

00 

57 

153/195 

0 

02 

44 

153/187 

0 

00 

77 

81 

0 

00 

43 

50 

0 

04 

32 

86 

0 

02 

12 

162/188 

0 

01 

00 


[F. No. L-14014/30/2006-G.P. ] 


S. B. MANDAL, Under Secy. 
27 2007 

4 W.37T. 2788.—<rK«w< ^ yi^)Prf=F 

^ RTT.3TT. 3807 tW«h 18-9-2006 3fERn.3TT, 

969 1vim> 2-4-2007 SRI 3}fc 

(^^■^PTW^ 3TfeK^T3r5N) 3rf%r^n=r, 1962 (1962 

50) FSF# W^7Jcf?T 3TfafREF RFT «U^IT) ^ 
^ 3 (1) 3TEfR 3Tf^^q-j| ycfvjf^ict RE, (^3rR 3t^T 
TF^T) 3 WET O&zm TRT) RRT, ^ t$ xrf^ 

^ 3TRTd m “3TR- ^dO.H^) 

^TgT, fa off Rhim<i (RtTTFRTTTEF) ^fif 
^ ^ 3Tf*FFR ^ 3T#T ^ 3^ 3TTYTE Rfi ^ 

«ft I 

' S ' K1 ^it^RJ^TT R>) Vrf?RTT xjRcTT sFR^T: ffafa 
25-11-2006 ETRTTCfaj^ 3fR 22-6-2007 
^RT Rt ?li sff I 

733TF UTfq^Rt rE ^-tdl ^ REf 3TT$F 3yf<T Riff 
IE I 

3^, ^RR 3#4lw{ RTl RRT 6 Ri) RR-RRT (1 ) Rl 
3 ^ <U| ^ UTfeRt ^ Rfalk '+K<$R RTf 3mt iTTT^ ^ 
tf* I 

<rK«t>K ^ ERR fRTt£ RT fRRR RR^ RT 

H ^ lct ^ ^^^1 ^ 3 H<hE| RR 3Tf^T^TR 

3Tf% RE^ RE fafH^RR lETRT f I 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 

3TcT:, 3TR, «i»*£fa «<«♦»!< ERR SlfafWT R^ RET 6 
^T-RRT ( 1) SRI 3f^rT TTlREEf RE RREt RE^ 1R R)b|U|| cFERt 

t fa tET RTfSRJ^RT ^ 3Hi«i«s 3*ggRt ^ fafafifa gfir Tf 

WPTfR Rl EERIE RE 3*fRRE 3?facT faRT WT f | 

Rfafa TRcbk ERR ETfafRilH RTI RET 6 R?f ER- 
TIRT (4) SET 3f^rT ^faRT RE ErFt ^ ^ ^ 

% gfatf TTEkr W\ 3TfeR cfafrq TRcFR ^ f^%cT 
^ ^TTR RRt I^MT ^ -g^T FftE ^F? 3TOT 
^f#7H -tf -f^Tf^cT fEtt I 




d^-Mlcrl : Tsfel 

fatfl : qpiHct 

TER ; RtR 

7 TTE RTF 

733RT *Hs4l 

sNr 



tRR epffite 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) (4) (5) 

I. TbRTF 

109 

0 01 86 


110 

0 01 43 


83 

0 00 36 


[TI- FT. FTT-14014/3 0/2006-^x0. ] 


RR- ‘TOcl, 3T5R 

New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 2788.—Whereas by notification of Government 
of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas 
published in the Gazette of India vide number S.O. 3807 
dated the 18th September 2006 and S.O. 969 dated the 2nd 
April 2007 issued under Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline (Acquisition of Right of 
User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to 
as the said Act), the Central Government declared its 
intension to acquire the Right of User in the land specified 
in the schedule appended to this notification for the 
purpose of laying pipeline for the transportation of natural 
Gas from Dadri in the state of Uttar Pradesh to Panipat in 
the State of Haryana by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited 
for implementing the “R-LNG Spur pipeline from Dadri to 
Panipat” in Tehsil Khekra, District Baghpat, in Uttar Pradesh 
State; 

And, whereas, copies of the said gazette notification 
were made available to the public on or before 25-11 -2006 
and on or before 22-6-2007 respectively. 

And, whereas, no objections were received by the 
Competent Authority. * 

And, whereas, the Competent Authority has under 
sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, submitted his 
report to the Central Government. 

And, whereas, the Central Government after 
considering the said report is satisfied that the Right of 
User in the land specified in the Schedule appended to 
this notification should be acquired; 
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Now, therefore, in exercise of powers conferred by 

sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act the Central 

Government hereby declares that the Right of User in the 
land specified in the schedule appended to this notification 
is acquired; 

And further in exercise of the powers conferred by 

sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act the Centra 

Government hereby directs that the Right ol Users in the 
said land shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, 
vest from the date of publication of this declaration in the 
Indian Oil Corporation limited free from all encumbrances. 


SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: Khekra 

District: Baghpat 

State 

: Uttar Pradesh 

Name of Village 

Khasra No. 


Area 



Hectare 

Are 

Square 





Meter 

(1) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) _ 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

1. Khaila 

109 

0 

01 

86 


110 

0 

01 

43 


83 

0 

00 

36 


[F. No. L-14014/30/2006-G.P.] 
S. B. MANDAL, Under Secy. 


R i 24 RtdHC 2007 


cfiT.3*T. 2789.-ksfa FT7FK, kkkm 33k TsJpR 

k k ^ 3^0 3rfVPlW, 

1962 ( 1962 ^ 50) kt *TTCI 3 kt W^TTO ( 1 ) ^ *3TTf 6 kt 
■jq-VKl (1) tJTCt TT^tT ^ 3fkkl WT 

k kft RT^Tfkfi k?3 kt kt 

TFtm k wfTTd k krRkTfecf kkkH ^ ^ 

kRTlM t: 


(1) ^T.3TT..634, 21 W7t, 2 005, RRd k 

II, 3, (ii) kFTkqRk) 

20-Wlk 26, 2005 k ^ 1800k 
kkt R7T 33FFTT k FPmT k klcffl 2 k ktkcl 


wm wn "839" k w R7 ^0 ^SEIT 
" 837" Wf -sn# I 

(2) RTF. 33T. 3015 24 33W 2005,. RTRT k 

TTWf II, 3, W5F3 (ii) fkk 3RI^T 
21-3FFR127, 2005 k^ 9577 k H«hlfifEPlfa 
keft "371 FtTRdT k FPmi k kiRR 2 k 3Tfk?[ 
WRT 7332*31 "839" k T^fFT R7 1^7373 k<s41 


"837" W ^ I 

[TfT.U 3333/-25011/31 /2004- 3TL33K.-1 ] 
t^. k. pdd4>Kf, 3337 ^^4 


New Delhi, the 24th September, 2007 


S.O. 2789.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Sub-section (I) of Section 3 and Sub-section (1) of Section 
6 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of 
Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central 
Government hereby makes the following amendments m 
the notifications of Government of India in the Ministry ol 


1 In S O. No. 634 dated 21st February, 2005 
published in Gazette of India Part II, Section 3, 
Sub-section (ii) dated February 20-February 26, 
2005 at page 1813 in respect of Village Bolo ka 
Sanvata in column No. 2 Survey No. ‘ 839 may 
be read as “837'”. 

2 In S.O. No. '3015 dated 24th August, 2005 
published in Gazette of India Part II, Section 3, 
Sub-section (ii) dated August, 21-August 27, 
2005 at page 9589 in respect of Village Bolo ka 
Sanvata in column No. 2 Survey No. “839 be 
read as “837”. 

[F. No. R-25011/31/2004-O.R.-1] 


S. K. CHITKARA, Under Secy. 


fkwft, 27 R-tclMC 2007 

cRT.^ir. 2790.—kVi^ 7374737 k 9eifcl^H kl7 74Pm 
*3 1 ^ 1 ^ 73 C^k W3RT k 33fkT7T7 37T 33kl) 33fkWT, 
1962 (1962 37T50) kt ^TTT 3 kt W*33Tr (1) ^ k 3T3k 
rsnft kt -ni w kkkfkm afk.yi^fa^k*? nkieFi 
<ffr 33kr^HT, °FT. 333. 733e43 3?fc ctRk^ kt kk k ^ 
k" zfqj cll<13g kt ^71.331. 733^33 

•gpj "371 33fkj4Fnkr k TFrFT 33^3|kt k k 33fk~ 

cftR k 33kt ®FT 33f*FFR RFd khRI *31 I 

3 fk ^#4 7R4n37 R WT 33fkfW3 ^ 6 ^ 

WRTTf (4) Wi Kd Vlf«w4f RTT RkW ^ Ik, ^kFTT 

kf kt Tiki ktekokf k ■53^1 %, wiki ^tt 

mm RTikkTH Mkfe k f^rfwcr fkwr «tt i 

afk k ^kkr tr°fh Rk kkk k t % 

■rpRRT rm k RTpiFfi k ^ ww ^ k 

k wr mki R7i ^km k ww krsrf f i 

3RT: ^ ^fkkf k yRieid °fk FFTlfkl °Ff fkFIRTl kfkRT 
facuu[ ITT Rk kciH 33^7jkt k fkkrfk^ -5 TFF 


3RT: 33^, «kkkr 737R71T, kkfkRF•'C^fk k 
^rkm kr 33k™ rti 33^1) km, 1963 k- km 4 k 
TRkfwn-i k srMkr wr 33^jk k kR-7 k 

dfcrifig ci ckkk ki r^irr kt rnifkr kt mtkf k ^3 k 
kfkr ■373k f 1 
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_____ 9*1^ 


^T.3Tr.^f. T^r 




?TT^F7 




TP*T 


1* 3743 14-10-2005 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 





22-07-2006 


^1415 


trt^t 


3747 14-10-20Q5 

TO-1 

TO -2 

W-3 

WI-4 

rTT5iy ( <f 

rfcfrjO 

pmt 

STTcft-] 

3TTcft-2 

*RTCT 

3R13M 

3f^T5T-2 

TRT^I 

^>KT 


WT 


^pm?r 


22-07-2006 


if 


3746 tW«t> 14-10-2005 cfU'sW- ] 

ql<^<4-2 




^3Rm 


22-07-2006 


3745 %f?F 14-10-2005 engnu 

$K«iKrff 

Tfa 

3lTOk-l 


*RT^ 


7 P t ^cT 22-07-2006 
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qtagri 
snste' l 

^i%sl'S~2 

TRT 

i<6Kfai-i 

Tf^n 

TTsn 

zqnfal-3 


5 . 3744 14-10-2005 


q^rPJT/^T^cfl 

^-1 

<£u«tH~2 

3T^! 

MltfKR 

wtqr-^rMjT 

qrsfto 


^fpt TI^Tc! 


22-7-2006 


1. 848 21-03-2007 WJR 

fqq# 

3ffift-2 


wi 


qT^TT RRRTcT 22-07-2006 


Z 847 21-03-2007 


31Te5k-l 

3TMlq-2 

szten 

frsn ^ifl^i-i 


3TTRK 


22-07-2006 


3 . 846 tariff 21 -03-2007 


^lOTT 

$mn-i 

3f%t 

Tfmzt 


"Iprcm 


22-07-2006 


[H 31R-25011/10/2007-3Tl.3TR.-l ] 
RR. P^RT, -3T37 ■hP^ 
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[Part 11— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S O nunSt?I 9 !'7, Where “’ by the notifications of the Government oflndia in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas 
' ' 7^ r d * aS n,en " 0ned ,n the schedule below issued under Sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the Petroleum and 

of^ser *^ > th' e ^ lne ^ ( ^ C ^*r Si * l ' OnO ^ R * 8b * 0f USer * n Land ^ Ac ^ ^ 9 d2 (50 of 1962), the Central Government acquired theri^M 
of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to those notifications. 8 

Gover And 7 he T7 i? eX T iSe ° f the P ° WerS conferred b y sob-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act the Central 
Government vested the right of user in said lands, free from all encumbrances in the Indian Oil Corporation Untried 

of , ra „^ : h r e T 7 eCompete " tAutlK>r, > has made a report to the Central Government that the pipeline for the purpose 

r k t h to Dahej ,hrough the vmages in ^ ■-< <*£.» 

brief is specified in the *h^T T th K e0pen, “°" ™ y be terminaled in respect of the land description of which in 

und) rZ'^Sg under Exp :rr' o[nk 4 or the petroieum pipeiines <* in 

Isof^mi^onofo^r:! '" 6 "' deC ‘ areS ^ ^ “'™" 7 ° f said ***■■• « ^ 


SCHEDULE 


Sr. 

No. 

S.O. No. & Date 

Name of Village 

Taluka 

District 

State 

Date of Termination 
of Operation 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

( 1 ) 

3743 dt. 14-10-2005 

Koyali 

Sherkhi 

Sevasi 

Mahapura 

Ampad 

Bhaili 

Raipura 

Vadodara 

Vadodara 

Gujarat 

22-7-2006 

( 2 ) 

3747 dt. 14-10-2005 

Jaspur 

Padra -1 

Padra 

Vadodara 

Gujarat 

22-7-2006 


Padra-2 

Padra-3 

Padra-4 

Tajpura 

Latipura 

Pipli 

Sadhi 

Aanti-1 

Aanti -2 

Bhadara 

Ambada -1 

Ambada ~2 

Gayapura 

Thikariya 

Kanda 

Sokhada-Raghu 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

( 3 ) 

3746 dt. 14-10-2005 

Virjai-1 

Viijai-2 

Umaj 

Kaqan 

Vadodara 

Gujarat 

22-7-2006 

( 4 ) 

3745 dt. 14-10-2005 

Vasna 

Manjola 

Kobla 

Amod 

Bharuch 

Gujarat 

22-7-2006 


(5) 3744 dt. 14-10-2005 


1. 848 dated 21-03-2007 


847 dated 21-03-2007 


3. 846 dated 21-03-2007 


Vedcha 

Chaklad 

Adwala 

Rondh 

Amod-1 

Amod-2 

Bhimpura 

Achhod-1 

Achhod-2 

Intola 

Roza 

Tankariya-1 

Roza 

Tankariya-2 

Roza 

Tankariya-3 

Badalpur 

Padalpur/ 

Chanchvel 

Keshwan-1 

Keshwan-2 

Trankal 

Ambhel 

Goladara 

Namavi 

Padariya 

(Jalalpur) 

Kadodara 

Dahej 

Tajpura 

Pipli 

Aanti-2 


Vagra 


Bharuch 


Padra 


Amod 


Achhod-1 
Achhod-2 
Intola 

RozaTankariya-1 

Badalpur Vagra 

Padalpur/Chanchvel 

Keshwan-1 

Ambhel 

Goladara 

Dahej 


Bharuch 


Bharuch 


Gujarat 


Vadodara Gujarat 


Gujarat 


Gujarat 


22-7-2006 


22-07-2006 


22-07-2006 


22-07-2006 


[No. R-25011/10/2007-OR-I] 
S. K. CHITKARA, Under Secy. 
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^ ftevft, 28 3PTRT, 2007 

2791.—3iiWiPl=t> fqc([^ 1947 (1947 

14 ) ^ m 17 ^ if, ^ fa * 

^ ^ ^ 3fk ^ gn%Rf <£ 

^ ^Pl4> Tf 3lkfc- 

102/2004) ^ 

*> ^ 'fr e *»l< ^ 28-8-2007 ^ 3J1VT ^3TT «JT | 
[B. "^T- 12012/306/1 998-3fff3TR(^t-I) ] 
W l^PTT, 37fTOTt 


[Part 11—Sec. 3(ii)] 


AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-12012/306/98-1R (B-I) dated 02-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has 
taken the dispute on its file as CG1D No. 45/99 and issued 
notices to both parties. Both sides entered appearance 
and filed their claim statement and Counter statement 
respectively. After the constitution of this CGJT-cum- 
Labour Court, the said dispute has been transferred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered 
it as I.D. No. 102/2004. 


MINIST RY of labour and employment 

New Delhi, the 28th August, 2007 

S.O. 2791.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 102/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 28-8-2007. 


[No. L-12012/306/1998-1R (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-1ABOUR COURT 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 


Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 102/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 45/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Management of State Bank of India and their workmen). 

BETWEEN 

Sri L. Murugesan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 


The Assistant General Manager, 
State Bank of India, Region-I, 
Trichirapalli. 


II PartyManageme 


APPEARANCE 


For the Petitioner 


For the Management 


: Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 
Authorised 
Representative. 

: M/s. V. Sundar Anandan, 
Advocates. 


2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri L, Murugesan, waitlist No. 341 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 

Statement are briefly as follows :_ 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub-staff in Class IV cadre in 
State Bank of India and he was given appointment as 
messenger after an interview and medical examination. He 
was appointed on temporary basis at H.E. Kailasapuram 
branch from 26-06-87. During 1985-86, the Petitioner was 
orally informed that his services were no more required. 
The non-employment of the Petitioner and others became 
subject matter before Supreme Court in the form of Writ 
Petition filed by State Bank Employees’ Union in Writ 
Petition No. 542/87 which was taken up by the Supreme 
Court. The Respondent/Bank, in addition 'to its counter, 
filed a copy of settlement under Section 18(1) reached 
between management of State Bank of India and .All India 
State Bank of India Staff Federation and the settlement is 
with regard to absorption of Class IV temporary workmen 
who were denied employment after 1985-86 were classified 
in the settlement was under consideration once again and 
they classified the workmen under three categories namely 
A, B and C. Though the classification was unreasonable, 
the Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. The 
Petitioner also submitted his application in the prescribed 
format through Branch Manager of the H.E. Kailasapuram 
ranch. He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with regard 
to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed orally- to 
join at the branch where he initially worked as a class" IV 
employee. From 26-06-87, the Petitioner has been working as 
a temporary messenger and some times performing work in 
other branches also. While working on temporary basis in 
Trichy Z.O. branch, another advertisement by the 
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Respondent/Bank was made regarding casual workers who 
were reported to be in service during the same period. 
While the Petitioner was working at as such, the Manager 
of the branch informed the Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that 
his services are not required any more and he need not 
attend the office from 1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner rrnsed a 
dispute with regard to his non-employment. Since the 
conciliation ended in failure, the matter was referred to his 
Tribunal for adjudication. Though reference was sent to 
this Tribunal, the reference framed did not satisfy the 
grievance of the Petitioner, he has made a fresh 
representation to Govt, to reconsider the reference and the 
Petitioner requested the Respondent/Bank to continue 
engage him in service as obtained prior to 31-3-97 and to 
regularise him in service in due course. The Respondent 
Bank took up an unreasonable stand that the service an 
the number of days worked by Petitioner were treated as ot 
no consequence, since according to the Respondent/Ba , 
it engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services att 
the settlement. The Petitioner was not aware o{ sett ^ eme " 
by which his services and number of days worked by hi 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petition 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
respondent's action in no, absorbing him tn regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the l.D. AC. The 
termination of the Petitioner is agarnst the provisions of 
nara 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three eateries only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the respondent/Bank has bee 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instruction 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged thq Petitioner and extracted the same work eit 
bv payment of petty cash or by directing him to work unde 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
nractice. The wait list suffers serious infirmities and it is 
not based on strict seniority and without any rationa e 
Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to gran 
relief of regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all 
attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, or 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, 
question of regular appointmenl/absorption does not arise 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as P er C ' la ' 
Statement. The settlement drawn under prov.s ons 

Sections 18{l)andl8(3)ofI.P.Aet.nl.™ofprov.™nsof 

law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down m 


seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bankrengaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagemen s we 
n re vailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorpuon and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of Indta.Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. Tlte said 
settlements became subject matter ol conctliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Sec "°" 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligrbi tty a ™S W 
similarly placed other temporary employees and he 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It_rs 
false to allege that the Petitioner ™* e d a s a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only m leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petmonerhavmg 
submitted to selection process ,n termst o 
drawn as per retrenchment provtstons referred to above 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engage 
for more number of days and hence, they were a PP 01 "'^ 
Under the settlement, employees were categonsed as A,B 
and C. Considering their temporary ^, “mno 'a v 

other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the tempora 

employees who were engaged for 240 days were o e 
considered and under category; (B) the tempor y 
employees who have completed 270 ^ ays , 

temporary service in any continuous block of 36 ca endar 
months and under category (C) the temporary emp oy 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary sevree 
Tn any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
a " Rat e temporary service in any continuous block ot 
3?calendar months were to be considered. As; perclause 7, 
the leneth of temporary service was to be considered tor 
seniorify in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extendedup to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 3M2-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Rcs P <md ‘ nl “ 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantia y r . 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculia 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid ^mixira y 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not n 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of a ore 
settlements out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Pemtoncr w 
•wait listed at 341, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the ory workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Pelmoner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly o 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so f 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industnal 
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Establi s hmem (Conferment of Permanent Status to 

' an J^. Act ’ }? S1 does not a PP ! y to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 

iqq^Tu ISt 0 u f tem P° rar y employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wa.t list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5 - In th e additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post He was engaged in the messenger post in the 

whlTd °l the Res P° ndent /® an k continuously 

with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 

18 d * y b ° Und 10 ^arise the services 
p as he has ac 9 uired the valuable right 

enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998 the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
etitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban fo/his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 

dplih 101 ? 5 ! ^ ? aSS IV CatCgory ’ the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 

listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. y 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— * y 


(0 “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 

List No. 341 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 6 

(ii) To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 
Point No. 1: 

8 In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
mterview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis^ After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 

matterwas P ending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 

5 Miot me j an L OPPOrtUni,y t0 WOrk in the b *nk after 
“ 6 ’ they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9 °P behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
m the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regulansation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
he Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
vahd and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
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exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitiohers who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the petltl °™^ 
contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the l.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit ol the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of M W1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into A, 

B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go or first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex. Ml provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashcs, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengenai 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instruetions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four types 
of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the Respondent/ 
Bank has alleged to have prepared only one wait list lor 
each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. Those candidates 
under Ex. M10 were found suitable for appointment as 
messengers and sweepers. Even MW I is unable to say as 
to when the wait list Ex. M10 was prepared, but it is 
mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based on the 


settlement dated 17-11-87, 27 - 10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon'ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, 
which is marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that it is 
clear that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the 
temporary class IV employees who were paid scale wages 
as per Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt 
with daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation oi 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the avferment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 

It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex. MI0 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-mcsscngcrial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywisc settlement, it is not so in the case ol casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two di lcrent and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter ol 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 oi 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions "of Ex. M2 and non-preparation o 
separate panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it 
has not been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular 
regarding projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 
1994 Furthermore, no wait list was released/published even 
after the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/ 
91 directing the Respondent/Bank tc release the list ol 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in The Hindu dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list 
under Ex. M10 does not carry par.iculars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number ol 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has hcen 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Rcspondcnl/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
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behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were.engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act 1947 
I hough the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
r J? 1 - ed ° n the ruIin S s ^Ported in 1985 4 
201 HD - SINGH Vs - RESERVE bank of 

ield «h , A v D °T ERS wherei " the Supreme Court has 
Held that to employ workmen as ‘barflies' casuals or 

iemporanes and to continue them as such for many years 

” ° b l eCt ° f deprivin 8 them of the status and 

P tvi/eges of permanent workmen is illegal ” Learned 
representative further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has 
not been prepared in accordance with principle of seniority 
in the legal sense, since the selected candidates with longes t 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law 
Thus the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 

' anywhere in moduIe or c i^le and in case, a 

candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank 
I he Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MWl. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
se tlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
he Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
o be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central) 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
tx. M7 and Mil interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras ,n WMF No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing m the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Kespondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
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deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 240 
days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the benefits 
under the provisions of I.D. Act. It is further contended on 
ehalf of the Petitioner that though some of the Petitioners 
m the connected I.Ds have not completed 240 days, since 
the Respondent/Bank has not taken into consideration and 
not included the Sundays and paid holidays as days on 
which the Petitioners have actually worked and hence' they 
have also completed 240 days in a period of 12 calendar 
months. He also relied on the rulings reported in 1985 II 
LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION Vs 
MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “the expression actually 
worked under the employer ' cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
tor which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute 
standing orders etc” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported to 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal 
In all these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault 
of theirs, they find themselves stranded in life midstream 
I hey have also not gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour, 

u 10 r> BUt ’ 3S aga * nst th * s > the learned senior counsel 
tor the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at ail and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
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Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LU 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee ora minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LU 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
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the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
ID. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 
the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469 NATIONALENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt. may rejer 
for adjudication after examining the allegations as there 
is an underlying assumption that the settlement reached 
with the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing 
the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list No. given for restoring the wait list 
of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified. The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether 
the restoration of wait list can be made as contended by 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by lhe 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner 
it is contended that mere wording of reference is not 
decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference and he 
reliedon the rulings reported in 1998 LAB’ 
KOLLAM ITT I A HOTELAND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the Kerala 
High Court has held that “mere wording of reference is not 
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decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference if points of difference are discernible from the 
ma eria efore it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 

defc^tlTnth ^A- l ° fiHd ° Ut SOme technical 

defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 

workman to hardship involved in moving the machfneZ 

again- It further held that “the Tribunal fhould look into 

thepleadmg and find out the exact nature of pleading of 

etmoner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 

° T!l g t0 , answer the ref erence on merits.” Further he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into ’the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 

LABIC1664 VAM^Ar- led ^ ^ ruHngS reported in 1998 
VWNDIP5TRMI ORIENTPAPERMILLS 

^u ND ^ STR AL TRIfi UNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that ,t cannot look into the pleadings of parte 7” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IP 1 S 07 

COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 

ofreference i/Ta f" 1 *" ”J anner ’ but sbou ld consider the order 
that „ t 7 and reasonable "tanner.” He also argued 

993 St^Ke s eWSPaP 7 S P Ud C3Se repor,ed in A| R 
. . . ... the Su P re me Court has held that “the Tribunal 

the J oI ' C ‘r r° COnSlder inc,dcnlal matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 

manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view 
( should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying 0 „ all these decision "he 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 

is vabd Ce o " 15 "°y nemioned lhat whether the refreshment 
p,™ d ” c 0 ' 7'" lhe P fcad '"8- » is clear that the 
B ' “ haye bcen retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, th.s Tribunal can look into the pleadings 

cnthledf b° nCrS a " d decidc whed,er tbe Petitioner^ 
b i C rcinstated in service as alleged by him and 

Theref F r hC 1 , S . C "‘ ltled to the back wa ges as alleged by him 
hereforc, the argument advanced on the side of the 

withn°i < em “ 15 bey ° nd the '“’Pe of reference is 
without any substance. 
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13. I find some force in the contention of the 

~ VC f ° r ^ Petiti ° ner - Theref ° re ’ 1 find this tribunal 
nhtled to go into the question whether the relief prayed 
for by the Petitioner can be given to him or not? But I find 
that the settlement was validly entered into between the 
Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it is not 

fiT h° n p d t by any ° f the Un !° ns 0f the Respondent/Bank, I 

e e ltioner is not entitled to question the settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 


been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
, n ha , U . S ! ed| now th f Petitioner cannot question that he 
hould be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 

0™^v 19 ^A SCC 139 UNION OF IND] A AND 
ha h m of ^ V ' VIJ EESH wherein the Supreme Court 
has^held that “the only question which falls for 
e ermmation in this appeal is whether a candidate whose 
name appears in the select list on the basis of competitive 
examination acquires a right of appointment in Govt service 
■n an ex,stmg or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruninTof 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was mfde 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
ot vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were gtven appointments according to their 

thaT-inlurb 1 " 6 " 15 ' ’ n WhiCh ’ ‘ he Supreme Court has held 
that ,n such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 

persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 

W^Ts'cc«! ^" iadoi ' tber u b ngs reported i' 
™»uv. S n CC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs 

Cm^b^ ^ U k L ^ D 0THE RS wherein the Supreme 
o rt has held that ‘by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 

was no", m r ° f their »"» * the panel 

r°" m °" ' hem a " y ri8ht 10 se <* Permanent 
ppointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 

7“ the panel was prepared and the faefthat 
Pa ” eXpiri "S 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 

inclusionrfTb° ndentS d ‘ d n °‘ ge ‘ a " y righl because of 
absornrti 0 t . he, t r . names ■" 'he said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 

conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 

“he W P a "w ° f ‘ he R es P° ndent s as contained in 

™ * aS U "’Nmsconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 

the anne" ^ d ' smissi " g the Writ Petition and 

fte appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 

“A 991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs 

that “candid NDIA 7 erein the Supreme Court has held 
7 candldates included in merit list has no indefeasible 

'? ? P °; tn “ l even if a vacanc y exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
he w alt list and since there nQ ma|a fjd ^ jpj™ 

Respondent/Bank m preparing the wait list, it cannot 

he said that preparation of wait 1 ist was made with mala fide 

motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner canm/plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
instatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 

HARYANA 0 ’ Is" 2 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 

OTttr^ l, i. ° RS - Vs ' PIARA SINGH AND 
°™ „ R f m 7'" Supreme Court has held that “now 
coining to the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary 

employees who have continued for more than a year should 

has-been'* SCd ' ^ “ d ' ffiCUlt ‘° Sustain “ The di rcction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 

vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
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temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 

(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 


ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
bfe construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LU (Supp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that ‘ ‘merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose' period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 
appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 
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temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
or a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 

2006 SC443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMV1R SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further 
in CT*J 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
s. SURLNDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made m violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 

PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
o e changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake ol prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

e 16 „ Relying on al! these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was on y to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
hereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list oY number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. J 

17. I find much force in the contention of the 
learned counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
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entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud orlven corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, 1 find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Kespondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, 1 find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
tor reinstatement with back wages and these disputes arc 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
tor the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held 
that temporary employees are not entitled to claim any 
rights for regularisation, merely because they have 
completed 240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 
calendar months and the Supreme Court has also held that 
each case must be considered on its own merit and the 
c anges brought about by the subsequent decisions of 
he Supreme Court probably having regard to the changes 
in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
fo claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 

thePetftiorS ed ^^ TherelorC ’ 1 lind this P oim Against 

Point No. 2; 

The ne x t point to be decided in this ease is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20 - ln view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
etitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri L. Murugesan 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 
For the Respondent MWI Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 

daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W2 

204)4-88 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

W3 

244)4-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

01-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

2008-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

154)3-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

254)3-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

24-06-88 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kailasapuram Branch. 

W10 

034)8-96 

j Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Trichy Z. O.Branch. 

Wll 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W12 

, Nfl 

Xerox copy of Vol. Ill of Reference book 

on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 


W13 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office For interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W14 064)3-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W15 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W16 17-03-97 Xerox copy ofthe service particulars 

J. Velmurugan. 

W17 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W18 314)3-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 

W19 Feb 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar for 
the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W21 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 

No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 

meeting. 

W23 094)7-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W24 074124)6 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W25 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 


Ex. No. Date Description 


Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

164)7-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

09-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

094)6-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

284)5-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
inSLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 


3855 Gt/2007—7 



7988 


THE G AZETTE OF INDIA : SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/ASVINA7,1929 


28 2007 

W.STt, 2792 .- 3 ?faf^pjiT, 1947 (1947 

^ 3^7 e f,4^[<Y <£ 

, 3T^>4 3 ffe 3 7F7FR 

^ 103/2004) tfit ^iPvid 

^ <0 ‘ ^ W«bK 28-8-2007 ^ RTF! ^37T sqj | 

[Tf. T^f-12012/307/1998-3nf3jR(4t-i)] 
^FRR, TO7 

New Delhi, the 28th August, 2007 

S.O. 2792.—In pursuance of Section 1 7 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 103/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank ot India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 28-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/307/1998-IR (B-l)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-I abour court 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 103/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 46/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudiation under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri RVelu : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : Mr. F.B. Benjamin George, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/307/98-I R (B-I) dated 02-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
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the dispute on its file as CGID No. 46/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively 
After the constitution of this CGIT-cum-Labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
ID. No. 103/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is a's 
follows: 

Whether the demand ol the workman 
Shri P. Velu wait list No. 455 for restoring the wait list 
of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
State Bank of India and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? If 
so, to what relief the said workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub-staff in Class IV cadre in 
State Bank of India and he was given appointment as 
messenger after an interview and medical examination. He 
was appointed on temporary basis at Avoor branch from 

ugust, 1983 . The Petitioner was orally informed that his 

services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees' Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, m addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Avoor 
branch. He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with 
regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed 
orally to join at the branch where he initially worked as a 
class IV employee. From August, 1983, the Petitioner has 
been working as a temporary messenger and some time 
performing work in other branches also. While working on 
temporary basis in Avoor branch, another advertisement 
b>' thc Respondent/Bank was made regarding casual 
workers who were reported to be in service during the 
same period. While the Petitioner was working as such, the 
Manager of the branch informed the Petitioner orally on 
31 -3-97 that his services are not required any more and he 
need not attend the office from 1 -4-97. Hence; the Petitioner 
raised a dispute with regard to his non-emplovment. Since 



7989 


[W\ 3Cii)3 


tiror : faw 29, 2007/^iM^ 7, 1929 


the conciliation ended in failure, the matter was referred to 
this Tribunal for adjudication. Though reference was sent 
to this Tribunal, the reference framed did not satisfy the 
grievance of the Petitioner, he has made a fresh 
representation to Govt, to reconsider the reference and the 
Petitioner requested the Respondent/Bank to continue to 
engage him in service as obtained prior to 31-3-97 and to 
regularise him in service in due course. The Respondent/ 
Bank took up an unreasonable stand that the service and 
the number of days worked by Petitioner were treated as of 
no consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, 
it engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after 
the settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement 
by which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him in regular 
- service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the Respondent/Bank has been 
Regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation o 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The wait list suffers serious infirmities and it is 
not based on strict seniority and without any rationale. 
Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant 
relief of regular employment in Respondent/Bank with al 
attendant benefits. 

4. As against this* the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 3 he 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised^! he 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions ot 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of 1. D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Ban k^ 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material tacts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Stall 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88, 9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of J oncill ® t10 " 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I D Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 457 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were aPP<”" te £- 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, ii, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause , 
the length of temporary service was to be considered tor 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up acancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent ha 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduce . 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 457, he was not appointed The said 
settlements were bona fide which we*e the only workable 
. solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the se' dements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to bo < ejected. Furl er, e 
said settlements were not questioner bv any union so ar 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industria 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity ot 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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setUemenls, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled upagainst 

llS ‘ ° f tem P° rar y employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
a sorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He W as engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore the 
Respondent^Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
o the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998 the 
espondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, (he points for my 
consideration are :— 3 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 455 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and waitlisted in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis> After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of* 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 

an as ^ X * M1. The Petitioner in this case 

and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
"f‘ CC 1A d ^ ied opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

beha,f of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
urther, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regulansation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement unde^ 
section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has "O valid.and enforceable righl for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-Aof the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex. Ml and the averments of MW1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause I of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into A, 

B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or first 
come — i as t go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause I is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex. Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary emplQyees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual basis 
should not be given permanent appointment in the bank 
service. Those casuals were given more beneficial treatment 
in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for interview 
and selection. But, temporary employees have not been 
informed about this amendment which includes casuals 
affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per instructions 
in Ex. W2 four types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only 
one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. 
Those candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27 - 10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex.MI, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition ofMWl waitlist under Ex. MIOcomprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released/published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1 -8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.MiO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation ol instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on ahsorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) ol the I.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
to employ workmen as ‘baddies', casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
luture vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being consKJcrcd for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central) 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Mil interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 gnd therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LU 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that " the expression 
actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the mlings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that "in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LU 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein 
the Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held 
that "therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee ora minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LU 308 K.C.P. 
LTD Vs PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that "settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 


settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting ^rkmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR-UUU 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. 

Vs STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 

Supreme Court has held that "settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment ot 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? lhe 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether e 
restoration of wait list can be made as contended by the 
Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the Petitioner 
in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner 
it is contended that mere wording of reference is not 
decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference anc1 he 
relied on the rulings reported in 
SECRETARY, KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHO 
WORKERS UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 
KOLLAM wherein the Kerala High Court has held that mere 
wording of reference is not decisive in the matter of tenability 
of a reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond 
the order of reference, if points of difference are discernible 
from the material beforeit, it has only on duty and that is to 
decide the points on merits and not to find out some techmca 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving ^Machinery 
again ” It further held that “the Tribunal should look 
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into the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading 
of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute 
instead of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” 
Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power to go 
into the question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated 
in service or not for which he relied on the rulings reported 
in 1998 LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT 
PAPER MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. 
wherein the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that 
the Tribunal cannot go behind the terms of reference, but 
that does not mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of 
parties.” He also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 
IC 1507 A SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER 
LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held 
that “it has been repeatedly held that the Labour Court 
should not attempt to consider the order under reference 
in a technical manner or a pedantic manner, but should 
consider the order of reference in a fair and reasonable 
manner. He also argued that in Express Newspapers P 
Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court 
has held that ‘ ‘the Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider all 
incidental matters also and the order of reference should 
not be construed in the manner which would prolong the 
industrial adjudication. The Labour Court is expected to 
decide the real nature of disputes between the parties and 
with that object in view, it should consider the order of 
reference in a fair and reasonable manner, though the order 
of reference is not happily framed nor was it framed to the 
high expectation of the Labour Court.” Relying on all these 
decisions, the representative for the Petitioner argued that 
though in the reference, it is not mentioned that whether 
the retrenchment is valid or not, from the pleadings it is 
clear that the Petitioners have been retrenched from the 
Respondent/Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look 
into the pleadings of the Petitioners and can decide whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled to the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side of the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 

13, I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, 1 find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court 
has held that “the only question which falls for 
determination in this appeal is whether a candidate whose 


name appears in the select list on the basis of competitive 
examination acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service 
in an existing or a future vacancy. In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS Vs 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with Which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel, The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now 
coming to the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary 
employees who have continued for more than a year should 
be regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 

(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a j udicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997IISCC1ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full 
Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner pr 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still born baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity. Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 H1MANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the l.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
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their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that Under 
Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the - 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he ■has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 
SECRETARY, STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, 
the Supreme Court has held that merely because a 
temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is 
not open to the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the 
instance of temporary employees whose period of 
employment has come to an end or of ad-hoc employees 
who by the very nature of their appointment, do not acquire 
any right.” Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the 
person who accepts an engagement either temporary or 
casual in nature is not aware of his employment. He accepts 
the employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is 
not in a position to bargain—not at arms length since he 
might have been searching for some employment so as to 
eke out his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But 
on that ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison 
the constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate 
illegalities and to take the view that a person who has 
temporarily or casually got employed should be directed 
to be continued permanently. By doing so, it will be creating 
another mode of public appointment which is not 
permissible.” Further, the Supreme Court while laying down 
the law, has clearly held that “unless the appointment is in 
terms of the relevant rules and after a proper competition 
among qualified persons, the same would not conler any 

right on the appointee.It has to be clarified that merely 

because a temporary employee or a casual wage worker is 
continued for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he 
would not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or 
made permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, 
if the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
”it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State' within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for piore than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Government 
in the wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post-nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the- 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisalion of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wail list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention of the 
learned counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
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other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisalion in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 : 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31st January, 2006. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri P. Velu 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 
For the Respondent MW1 SriC. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W20 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W21 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about Engaging temporary 

.t _i Kc* 


W5 204)8-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The W22 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head office circular 

Hindu extending period of qualifying jq 0 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 


service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Wg Nil Xerox copy of the instructions in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 04.05.85 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Avoor Branch. 

W10 16.12.97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Avoor Branch. 


messenger staff. 

W23 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 

meeting. 

W24 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W25 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W26 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 


Wll 18.12.97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Avoor Branch. 

W12 ND Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W13 Nfl Xerox copy of Vol. Ill of Reference book 

on Staff matters up to 31-12-95. 

W14 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W15 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W16 064)3-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W17 174)3-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars - J. 

Velmurugan. 

W18 264)3-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial G. Pandi. 

W19 314)3-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 


For the Respondent/Management 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-07-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 94)1-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

MS 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 094)6-95 Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 28-05-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 15-05-98 Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 

No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 10-07-99 Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082^9. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 

Module". 

Mil 25-10-99 Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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[^. ^-12012/300/1998-3TTf^R(^t-I)] 
3F5PT ^TRR, t&K 3#-TOt 
New Delhi, the 28th August, 2007 
S.O. 2793. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 98/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 28-8-2007. 

[No. L-l2012/300/1998-1R(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAIXZUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 98/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 41/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri D. Rajendran ; I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager : II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S, Ekambaram, 

Authorised 

Representative. 

For the Management : M/s V. Sundar 

Anandan, Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/S00/9S-IR(B-I) dated 02-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has 
taken the dispute on its file as CGID No. 41/99 and issued 
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notices to both parties. Both sides entered appearance 
and filed their claim statement and Counter Statement 
respectively. After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum- 
Labour Court, the said dispute has been transferred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered 
it as I.D. No. 98/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri D. Rajendran, wait list No. 459 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment Exchange 
for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State Bank of 
India and he was given appointment as messenger after an 
interview and medical examination. He was appointed on 
temporary basis at Kattur ADB branch from 1986. During 
1985-86, the Petitioner was orally informed that his services 
were no more required. The non-employment of the 
Petitioner and others became subject matter before Supreme 
Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State Bank 
Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which was 
taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/Bank, in 
addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement under 
Section 18(1) reached between management of State Bank 
of India and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation 
and the settlement is with regard to absorption of Class IV 
temporary workmen who were denied employment after 
1985-86 were classified in the settlement was under 
consideration once again and they classified the workmen 
under three categories namely A, B and C. Though the 
classification was unreasonable, the Respondent/Bank 
brought to the notice of the Petitioner about the interview 
to be held through advertisements. The Petitioner also 
submitted his application in the prescribed format through 
Branch Manager of the Kattur ADB branch. He was called 
for an interview by a Committee appointed by Respondent/ 
Bank in this regard. But, they have not informed the result 
of interview and also with regard to appointment. But, the 
Petitioner was informed orally to join at the branch where 
he initially worked as a class IV employee. From 1986, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some times performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Kattur ADB branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working at Bhavani branch, the Manager of the branch 
informed the Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services 
are not required any more and he need not attend the 
office from 1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute 
with regard to his non-employment. Since the conciliation 
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epded in failure, the matter was referredio this Tribunal for 
adjudication. Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, 
the reference framed did not satisfy the grievance of the 
Petitioner, he has made a fresh representation to Government 
to reconsider the reference and the Petitioner requested 
the Respondent/Bank to continue to engage him in service 
as obtained prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service 
in due course. The Respondent/Bank took up an 
unreasonable stand that the service and the number of 
days worked by Petitioner were treated as of no 
consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, it 
engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after the 
settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by 
which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the' 
respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the l.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the respondent/Bank has been 
Regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The wait list suffers serious infirmities and it is 
not based on strict seniority and without any rationale. 
Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant 
relief of regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all 
attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Government 
for adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 459 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 459, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
fisted workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
all the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 459 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1 : 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
, an y settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
ID. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & 1C 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-Aof the l.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit ot the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all caS( r s 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable ng t 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MWI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of iast come—first go’ or ‘first 
eome ^_ last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 


messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention ol the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. arc 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instruetions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have not 
been informed about this amendment which includes casuals 
affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per 
instructions in Ex.W2 four types of waiting lists have to be 
prepared. But the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have 
prepared only one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in 
this case. Those candidates under Ex.MlO were found suitable 
for appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.MlO was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.MlO that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MWI has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MWI wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement witn regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon'ble High Court has held m 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justiiied and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWI and the statements in Counter Statement arc 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combining equals with 
unequals. It is further contended on behalf of the PctiUoner 
that as per deposition of MWI wait list under Ex.MlO 
comprises of both messengerial and non-messengerial 
candidates. While the temporary employees were appointed 
after due prncess of selection and were paid wages on the 
basis of industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of 
casuals. Therefore, both belongs to two different and 
distinct categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms 
to the casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the 
matter of absorption. Therefore, it is violative ot Articles 14 & 
16 of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended 
that preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not 
inconformity with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non- 
preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of circular. 
Secondly, it has not been prepared as per instructions in Ex. 
W2 circular regarding projected vacancies lor the period from 
1987 to 1994. Furthermore, no wait list was released/published 
even after the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 
7872/91 directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list 
of successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex. M10 docs not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time ol initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo)ol the l.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
see 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
to employ workmen as ‘badliescasuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Mil interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
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case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LU 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that " the expression 
actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is aiso incorrect th y 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
r n tered fnto by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settleme 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned y 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. 2! 

the rulings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
iob and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the ^ es P° ndcn 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 11 LU 111^V 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein 
the Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held 
that “therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee ora minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that "there may e 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. Hut, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in t ie 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971UJ 308 KC.r. 
LTD Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that "settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at' ° ut * i e 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of e 
I.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 


the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting JjAjJ 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in A 1 R 20 W 
SC469 NATIONALENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LID. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that ’ settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlemen 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ’’ Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlemen , 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with t 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further v 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the , 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11 Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified. The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner 
it is contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulingsreportedin 1998 LAB IC345 SECRET^X KOUAM 
J1LLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION Vs. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the Kerala 
High Court has held that “mere wording of reference is not 
decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond, the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty' and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some techmca 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the pooi 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again ” It further held that ' the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
M!LL5 Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL* ORS. wherein the. 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
pf reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also 
argued that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in 
AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the 
Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters 
also and the order of reference should not be construed in 
the manner which would prolong the industrial 
adjudication. The Labour Court is expected to decide the 
real nature of disputes between the parties and with that 
object in view, it should consider the order of reference in 
a fair and reasonable manner, though the order of reference 
is not happily framed nor was it framed to the high 
expectation of the Labour Court.” Relying on all these 
decisions, the representative for the Petitioner argued that 
though in the reference, it is not mentioned that whether 
the retrenchment is valid or not, from the pleadings it is 
clear that the Petitioners have been retrenched from the 
Respondent/Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look 
into the pleadings of the Petitioners and can decide whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled to the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side ol the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 


13. 1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not / But, 1 find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 


14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should he reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OI HERS Vs. K. V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory. He further relied on the rulings reported 
in 1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulinos 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARASINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, wc find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 

(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
lor applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post' 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record ot service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule ol 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded id each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 11 SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed m an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility- It 
would amount to decorating a still born baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the 
' rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LU (Supp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not mandator/ 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMADEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that ‘ ‘merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right. 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible. ’ Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not center any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, it 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.’ 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its.employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itseli would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim rcgularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Rcspondenl/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondcnl/Bank, they arc not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wail list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended bv 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question cither 
the preparation oi wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much iorcc in the contention of the 
learned counsel ior the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondcnl/Bank and Federation, 
at the time oi reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona iidc in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, iraud or even corruption or 
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other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners arc entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees '^re not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuou^ service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably hping regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions oi the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondcnl/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 : 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what - 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20 . In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to .* 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work. I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed hy him. 

No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dicaled to the P.A., transcribed and typed him. 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WWI Sri D. Rajendran 

WW2 Sri V. S. Hkambaram 

For the Respondent MWI Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanlhi based on Ex. Mi. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Rcspondenl/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. Date Description f 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. , • 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 


Ex. No. Date " Description 

W20 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
• • • No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W21 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 


W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 


W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nfl 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

244)6-88 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kattur ADB Branch. 

W10 

03-08-96 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tennur Branch. 

Wll 

03-06-98 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tennur Branch. 

W12 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
care & service conditions. 

W13 

Nil , 

Xerox copyofVol. Ill of Reference book 
on Staaff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W14 

064)3-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office For interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W15 

064)3-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—K, Subburaj. 

W16 

064)3-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W17 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars — 
J. Velmurugan. 

W18 

2603-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W19 

314)3-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 


W22 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W23 

094)7-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W24 

094)7-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff _ 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W25 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W26 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

164)7-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

094)1-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

304)7-% 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

284)5-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

104)7-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SEP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nfl 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

' Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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[77. ^-12012/261/1998-3711^(^-1)] 
3T5R7 ^7R, 3TftT^Kt 
New Delhi, the 28th August, 2007 

S.O. 2794.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 58/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 28-8-2007. 

[No. L-l2012/261/1998-1R (B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL*CXJM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 58/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 80/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudiation under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri K, Ramanan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Z.O. 

Madurai. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : Mr. R. Krishnamachari, 
Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government] Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-l2012/261/98-1R (B-I) dated 05-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 80/99 and issued notices 
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to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 58/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows;— 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri K. Ramanan,wait list No. 388 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows ; 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub-staff in Class IV cadre in 
State Bank of India and he was given appointment as 
messenger after an interview and medical examination. He 
was appointed on temporary basis at Kuzhithalai branch 
from 03-10-1983. The Petitioner was orally informed that 
his services were no more required. The non-employment 
of the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542.87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A. B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Kuzhithalai branch. He was called for an interview bv a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 3-10-1983. the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Kuzhithalai branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his sendees are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1-4-97. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his 
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non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this-Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait fist has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees lor perlormance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staft 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 388 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Madurai. So far 219 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 492 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to ^bove, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, and 
C. Considering their temporary service and subject to other 
eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered- As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait fist and it was also agreed that Wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of492 wait listed candidates, 219 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 388, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
Employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6 . Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
all the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18( 1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No, 388 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8 . In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contertded that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement undc^ 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued hy the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25 F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/Telate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex. Ml and the averments of MW1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 

B and C’, but this categorization of A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of Mast come—first go’ or ‘first 
come—last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. foT absorption along with the otheT eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention ol the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff mailers, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s eirculars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals wctc given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service foT 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have not 
been informed about this amendment which includes casuals 
affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per instructions 
in Fx.W2 four types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged to Lave prepared only 
one wail list lor each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. 
Those candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.MIO was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11 -87, 27 - 10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW 1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
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there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that Mt is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as peT 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation ol 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWl and the statements in Counter Statement arc 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 

It is further contended on behalf ol the Petitioner that as 
per deposition ol MWl waitlist under Ex. Mil) comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messcngerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed alter due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis ol 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case ol casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. Bui, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter ol 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 ol 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-pTcparation of 
separate panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it 
has not been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular 
regarding projected vacancies for the period trom 1987 lo 
1994 Furthermore, no wail list was released / published even 
after the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W. P. No. 7872/ 
91 directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list ot 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1 -8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.MIO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, dale of initial appointment and the number ol 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached lo the wait list. Above all. Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wail list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is luTlher contended on 
hehalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave- 
vacancy, they have not been told at the lime ol initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) ol the l.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence the 

Saafv AwlT aS ? Ch iS ," 01 valid and lhe provisions of 

oHhe PeHn arCal , V> ; ,0laled - FurlhCT - > he representative 

SCC 201 H rTsiNTuv” o' rullngs re P° rled in ly 85 4 

aSd OTHERS h \ f ERVE BANKOF >NDIA 
.. fn °| HERS ! wherein the Supreme Court has held that 

to employ workmen as •badlies \ casuals or temporar ies 

oblea ofT“‘ e -' he 1 BS SUChf ° r many yean wi,h ,he 
Object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 

permanent workmen is illegal. - Learned represemaUvf 

^" h ' r contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 

~ “ accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense,-since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined V 
.7?" !f a " d lher ' fore ’ ,he wail Ua under Ex. M10 which 

Thu^he R aW " Up ; s ? mrary 10 law and also bad law- 

witlT’the 1 a ^ eSP H n ,l en Ba " k haS not ac,ed in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 

rrr ,n a r r h 01 h - Th ° u81 ’ ^ ^ ™ 

states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
uture vucancy anywhere in module or circle and in case a 

Sthti lh e e ‘° 3 kT ,h ' ° ffer of a PP° i ">™nl or posting 
P r ' SC " bed P"** will be deemed to hav? 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 

r fn' f rmanent a PP°^tment in the bank. 

Jh h n Jl ^ d t nl/Bank haS n0t P roduced an v document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date it is 

a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 

Pet tione7 r r nt W1< Theref ° re ’ thC Nation of the 
Petitioner wh° was in regular service of the Respondent/ 

Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 

Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 

settlement on absorption of temporary employees Though 

he Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 

9-6-75 hT ° f R minUtCS } ° f filiation proceedings daied 
u . ore Re 8 lona * Labour Commissioner (Central) 
y era a , it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 

eTm° 7 a d Mm Th ° Ugh thC Res P onde nt/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 

Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased f 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
xamination had become apparent that they have no 

ar^ n mT" MWK b ° Ut lh ° SCtt,emcntswhich aremarked 

has re^ r H ^ ^ th ° Ugh the Res pondent/Bank 
referred to voluntary retirement scheme, in the 

Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
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* ' A The Petltl0ners have completed the service of 
240 day* and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshnned under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D Act ’It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not 
completed *.40 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 

Ito? l Tu C ° nsideratl0n and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 

a rCp0rted in 1985 11 LL * 539 WORKMEN OF 

AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OFAMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONA!. BANKING OTRPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
actually worked under the employer' cannot mean that 
hose days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 

davs durin 611 “ necessaril y comprehend all those 
ays during which they were in the employment of the 

employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
n erview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore their 

wereTn I * lheSC C3SeS ' the Petitio "ers 

denied bTh ° yment ** ^ ^ in 6arly 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 

lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 

nerL on o°T ? d 240 d3yS and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 

s^and c / ea r f a f 7 n ° fauItof 1 ‘ heirs ’ <"<* fi " d tbemsefves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 

employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal ha® to pass 
an award in their favour. P 

for ,J°r But ’ I s against lhis ’ the learned seni0r counsel 

madehvrt S r° COntended lhat the ref crence 

made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 

of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 

werenm 86 !•' Pel,1,oners in connected disputes 
"'7- com ‘™ous service. Hence, the question of 

regular appointmem/absorption does not arise at all and 
err engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Pemtoners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act. in lieu of the 
proviswns of aw and implemented by the Respondent/ 

Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 

lennTh'Th 1 *** ^ PetitioIler w “ wait lis ‘c d « per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 


exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AP. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LU 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein 
the Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held 
that “ therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LU 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (77) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 


which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that ‘Settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet anothei 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment ol 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether the 
restoration of wait list can be made as contended by the 
Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the Petitioner 
in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner 
it is contended that mere wording of reference is not 
decisive in the matter of tenabiliiy of a reference and he 
relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 345 
SECRETARY, KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP 
WORKERS UNION Vs. INDUS' RIAL TRIBUNAL. 
KOLLAM wherein the Kerala High Court has held that 
"mere wording of reference is not decisive in the mattei of 
tenabiliiy of a reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go 
beyond the order of reference, if points of difference are discernible 
from the material before it, it has only on duty' and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. " It further held that "the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB. IC 1664 VAN SAGNATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL &ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also 
argued that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in 
AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the 
Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters 
also and the order of reference should not be construed in 
the manner which would prolong the industrial 
adjudication. The Labour Court is expected to decide the 
real nature of disputes between the parties and with that 
object in view, it should consider the order of reference in 
a fair and reasonable manner, though the order of reference 
is not happily framed nor was it framed to the high 
expectation of the Labour Court.” Relying on all these 
decisions, the representative for the Petitioner argued that 
though in the reference, it is not mentioned that whether 
the retrenchment is valid or not, from the pleadings it is 
clear that the Petitioners have been retrenched from the 
Respondent/Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look 
into the pleadings of the Petitioners and can decide whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled to the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side of the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139. UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that ‘the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointmem in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy. In that case, pruning of select 
list on reduction in number of vacancies was made in view 
of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff and a 
policy decision has been taken to reduce the number of 
vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported 
in 1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB 1C 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARASINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 



[m II-Taag 3(ii)J 


^RcT 4 tT WT3 : fHcP^R 29, 2Q07/3tlP^H 7, 1929 


8015 


at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee fOT one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.’^ Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still born baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary. He further relied on 

the rulings reported in 1994 3 LU (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that Under 
Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 
SECRETARY, STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, 
the Supreme’Court has held that “merely because a 
temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is 
not open to the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the 
instance of temporary employees whose period of 
employment has come to an end or of ad-hoc employees 
who by the very nature of their appointment, do not acquire 
any right.” Further, it has also held that “it is not as if, the 
person who accepts an engagement either temporary or 
casual in nature is not aware of his employment. He accepts 
the employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is 
not in a position to bargain—not at arms length since he 
might have been searching for some employment so as to 
eke out his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But 
on that ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison 
the constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate 
illegalities and to take the view that a person who has 
temporarily or casually got employed should be directed 
to be continued permanently. By doing so, it will be creating 
another mode of public appointment which is not 
permissible.” Further, the Supreme Court while laying down 
the law, has clearly held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in 
terms of the relevant rules and after a proper competition 
among qualified persons, the same would not confer any 

right on the appointee.It has to be clarified that merely 

because a temporary employee or a casual wage worker is 
continued for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he 
would not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by iollowing a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Goyt. in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention of the 
learned counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala lide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
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other inducements. Under such circumstances. I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because, they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, 1 find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 : 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20, In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on day 
the 31st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri K.Ramanan 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri M.Perumal 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

01-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4, 

W5 

2008-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 - 

■ 15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the service particulars of 
Petitioner issued by Kuzhithalai Branch. 

W10 

NU 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

Wll 

m 

Xerox copy of Reference book on Staff 
matters Vol. Ill of consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 

W12 

0003-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai Zonal Office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W13 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
Zonal Office for interview of messenger 
post— K. Subburaj. 

W14 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 


Zonal Office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 


W15 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars - J. 
Velmurugan. 

W16 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W17 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W18 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W19 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W20 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 



messenger staff. 

W21 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

W22 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 


Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 


W23 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W24 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

3007-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

1007-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Madurai 
Module. 

MU 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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oCT.aff. 2795.-3?WlPl«h 37fqtWT, I 947 ( 1947 

14 ) ^IKT 17 «f» ■Spp^TiT '}RT3FR «Nt 3W 

^ WJcTW ^ 3fk eh^eblO* ^ 

3ThR^ 3^alPl4) Tf WsFK 3^^pl4) 

sfc& xw, ^ ■qrarc (tM 'toit 57/2004) y<+iftid 

^ W4»K 28-8-2007 yRT ^3TT «TF I 
[E. T&- 12012/262/1998-3Tlf37R («jt-l)] 
3T5R cJvRK, itt 3Tf^Tft 

New Delhi, the 28th August, 2007 

S.O. 2795. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.57/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bankof India 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 28-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/262/1998-IR(B-I)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 


Industrial Dispute No. 57/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 79/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 
BETWEEN 

Sri P.Ganesan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 


The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Z.O. 

Madurai 


APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 
For the Management : Mr. R.Krishnamachari, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/262/98-IR(B-I) dated 05-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 79/99 and issued notices 
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to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and counter statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 57/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri P.Ganesan, wait list No. 324 for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
State Bank of India and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? If 
so, to what relief the said workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Rameshwaram branch from 
12-09-1984. The Petitioner w'as orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Rameshwaram branch . He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. Froml2-09-1984 the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some times performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temprorary basis in Rameshwaram branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1-4-97. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his 
non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure. 
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the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to 
Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the 
Petitioner is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry 
Award. Even though the settlement speaks about three 
categories only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 


settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No.324 in waitlist of 
Zonal Office, Madurai. So far 219 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 492 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block oi 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aloresaid 
settlements, out of 492 wait listed candidates, 219 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait fisted at 324, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 


\ 


3855 Gl/2007—>11 






8020 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/AS VINA 7,1929 


the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays io dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the. Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the sendees 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an awa ; d may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
idl the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 1S(3) of.the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements arc contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 324 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?'' 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?'’ 


[Part II —Sec. 3(ii)] 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while lhe matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlenient on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/M an age ment. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H arc very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 




I'm II-W^ 3(ii)3 




fevS'WT 29, 


2007/3TT^t 7, 1929 


8021 


contended that in 1996 LAB & IC2248 CENTRAL. BAN K 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Swpnrac 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the l.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the heu-eitt of «*® 
workmen to whom Section 25 F applies hut for aliases ^ 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Sectm 
cannot be restricted only to one. category ot refnetidWA* 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the R^pomvm/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable ngfil 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contends ml 
on behal f of the Petitioner that Hx.W2, W3 aad V*fc Wi 
as Ex, M8 which constiiuie/reitate to the circular inss'ni:-ty.n»s 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from, time to ™ 
connection with the implementation of the settSeiwcms* on 
absorption and which are statutory in character, l ur Per 
combined study of Ex. Ml and the averments of MV >. && 
MW2 ir.d their testimonies during the cfoss«ex'feaid«attoiii 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw dual to 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his ftitme wita toe 
settlements. Further, Clause ! of Ex. Ml deals wife 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into A, 

B and C'\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go 1 and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause l (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies ot 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengeria! work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.WB. Further, the appointment, 
of daily wage basis for regular messcngenal jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/inslructions. in 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these perron?, 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual basis 
should not be given permanent appointment in the bank 
service. Those casuals wcto given more beneficial treatment 
in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for interview 
and selection. But, temporary employees have not been ( 
informed abqut this amendment which includes casuals 
affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per instructions 
in Fx W2 four types of wailing lists have to be prepared. But 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only 
one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this ease. 
Those candidates undcT Ex. M10 were found suitable tor 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW i is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW I 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
t D dw wrpit list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
ite order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 19’91, which is 
masted as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances 
as rightly contended the Respondent arc not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 178/ 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation ot 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.' Further, the averment 
of MWl and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
anemotta wiggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
!> y the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
it. is further contended on behalf oi the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex. M10 comprises 
of both messengorial and non-mcssengerml candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis oi 
imfostrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two dillercnt and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of tempoi ary employees in the matter ot 
absorption. Therefore, i( is violative oi Articles 14 <x bo 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not ineoniormity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation ot separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it Has not 
been prepared asper instructions in F.x. W2 circular re 8»™ ,n 8 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to l • 74. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released/published even•after 
the Court order in WMP No. 1 1932/9! W.l\ No. J 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list ol 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu 1 dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.MlO does no't carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number ol 
days put in by them.to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that F.x. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all..I-.x. MJ 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. MiG before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. U is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the lime oi initial 
appointment that their appointment.was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absoiplmn 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (on) ni the l.D. Act. 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. " Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
sendee later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing,'' 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular sendee of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy oi minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional-Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says v 
only wiih regard to modification of Ex. MI to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6, Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Mil interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
lias referred ro voluntary retirement scheme, in the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 • 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
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case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment'from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LU 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
'actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appoiniment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911 L1 J 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AP. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LU 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority> union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. " It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. “ Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971LIJ 308 K.CP. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I'D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second categor y 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 


settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. “ He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “ settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which'the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they havp entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner 
■ it is contended that mere wording ol reference is not 

decisive in the matter of tenabilily of a reference and he 
relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 345 
SECRETARY, KOLLAM JILL A HOTEL AND SHOP 
WORKERS UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 
KOLLAM wherein the Kerala High Court has held that “mere 
wording of reference is not decisive in the matter of tenability 
of a reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond 
the order of reference, if points of difference are discernible 
fiom the material before it. it has only on duty and that is to 
decide the points on merits and not to find out some technica l 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again/’ It further held thai “the Tribunal should look 
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into the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading 
of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute 
instead of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” 
Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power to go 
into the question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated 
in service or not for which he relied on the rulings reported 
in 1998 LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS, wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also 
argued that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in 
• AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the 
Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters 
also and the order of reference should not be construed in 
the manner which would prolong the industrial 
adjudication. The Labour Court is expected to decide the 
real nature of disputes between the parties and with that 
object in view, it should consider the order of reference in 
a fair and reasonable manner, though the order of reference 
is not happily framed nor was it framed to the high 
expectation of the Labour Court.” Relying on all these 
decisions, the representative for the Petitioner argued that 
though in the reference, it is not mentioned that whether 
the retrenchment is valid or not, from the pleadings it is 
clear that the Petitioners have been retrenched from the 
Respondent/Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look 
into the pleadings of the Petitioners and can decide whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled to the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side of the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not / But, 1 find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement, 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
hcen kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
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in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that ease, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported 
in 1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
th*e W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. P1ARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, wc find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASH WAN I KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question ol confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still born baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity .” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they arc not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Furthef, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement 'Vo..;' • ; vice cannot 
be construed to he a retrenchment nuhr :A U >. Act. The 
concept v>l re. O i vlimeni ineo for:, vniU/Ot!' stiviehvd to 
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their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 
SECRETARY, STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, 
the Supreme Court has held that “merely because a 
temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is 
not open to the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the 
instance of temporary employees whose period of 
employment has come to an end or of ad-hoc employees 
who by the very nature of their appointment, do not acquire 
any right,” Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the 
person who accepts an engagement either temporary or 
casual in nature is not aware of his employment. He accepts 
the employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is 
„ct in a position to bargain—not at arms length since he 
might have been searching for some employment so as to 
eke out his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But 
on that ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison 
the constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate 
illegalities and to take the view that a person who has 
temporarily or casually got employed should be directed to 
be continued permanently. By doing so, it will be creating 
another mode of public appointment which is not 
permissible.” Further, the Supreme Court while laying down 
the law, has clearly held that “unless the appointment is in 
terms of the relevant rules and after a proper competition 
among qualified persons, the same would not confer any 

right on the appointee.It has to be clarified that merely 

because a temporary employee or a casual wage worker is 
continued for a lime.beyond the term of his appointment, he 
would iV.i be entitled to be abs« >rbod in regular service or made 
peimanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regular]sation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim rcgularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have, not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by- 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner, 

17. I find much force in the contention of the 
learned counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of w'ait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, 1 find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No, 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dicated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on (h’is 
day the 31st january, 2007.) 

K. J AYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri P.Gancsan 

WW2 Sri V, S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri M.Perumal 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. 
W2 

W3 

W4 

W5 

W6 

W7 


W8 

W9 

W10 

Wll 

W12 

W13 

W14 

W15 

W16 

W17 


Date Description 

20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

24- 04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 

Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai About filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

25- 03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 

Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

NO Xerox copy of the instructions in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. . ■>* 

Nil Xerox copy of the service certificate 

‘ issued by Rameswaram Branch. 

25-07-94 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Rameswaram Branch. 

Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
carde & service conditions. 

Nil Xerox copy of the Reference book on 

Staff matters Vol. Ill consolidated upto 
31-12-95 

06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

0603-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

0603-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars — 
J. Velmurugan. 

2603-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W18 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W19 

Feb.2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar for 
the month of February, 2005 wait list No. 
395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
Circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W21 

09-1192 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 

0907-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

W23 

0907-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W24 

070206 

Xerox copy of the local Head Ottice 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W25 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 


temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 


For the Respondent/Management 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of.the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Madurai 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 


3855 GI/2007—12 



8028 


THE GAZETTE OF I NDIA : SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/ASVINA 7, 1929 [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


Rf 28 SPFRf, 2007 

TOT.air. 2796.—sMfrro 1 947 (1 947 

14) TOt TOTf 17 ^ 3Rj7RTO "4*, 3RTOK i|TO 3TTTO 
S^SMI ^ TOsTTOTR ^ fNW afk TOT^ - «h4«hkT TO 
3FJTOJ 4 7TRT1 afajlPn, 
3#4TOTO, cfr TO (TOUf TOsTO 56/2004) TO] 'Heblftld 
^TOlt t, TO RRTOR TOl 28-8-2007 TOT TORT tT3TT TO | 

[7T. RcT-12012/272/1998-3TTf3TR(4t-I)] 
3TTOT <JTOR, ^TO 3Tf*ITORt 
New Delhi, the 28th August, 2007 

S.O. 2796. —in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.56/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 28-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/272/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 56/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 78/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri S.Antoniraj ; I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Z.O. 

Madurai. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : Mr. R. Krishnamachari, 
Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/272/98-IR (B-I) dated 05-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 78/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their daim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 56/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri S. Antonisror, wait list No. 396 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so. to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Tiruchendur branch from 
30-08-1982. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject-matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
.Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. The 
Petitioner also submitted his application in the prescribed 
format through Branch Manager of the Tiruchendur branch. 
He was called for an interview by a Committee appointed bv 
Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they have not informed 
the result of interview and also with regard to appointment. 
But, the Petitioner was informed orally to join at the branch 
where he initially worked as a class IV employee. From 
30-08-82 the Petitioner has been working as a temporary 
messenger and some times performing work in other branches 
also. While working on temprorary basis in Tiruchendur 
branch, another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was 
made regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1-4-97. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his 
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non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to 
Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the 
Petitioner is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry 
Award. Even though the settlement speaks about three 
categories only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similatfiy placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No.396 in waitlist of 
Zonal Office, Madurai. So far 219 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 492 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 492 wait listed candidates, 219 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 396, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide whicli were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
all the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank- is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 396 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees * 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25 F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex. Ml and the averments of MW1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml de^ls with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have not 
been informed about this amendment which includes casuals 
affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per instructions 
in Ex.W2 four types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only 
one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. 
Those candidates under Ex. M10 were lound suitable for 
appointment as messengers and- sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition ofMWl wait list under Ex. M10 comparises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the b%;is of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions ofEx.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was.released/published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10. has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been toid at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201H. D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
to employ workmen as ‘badlies casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.MlO wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala Fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Mil interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W. P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respdndent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme, In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as 'enshrined under Section 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I. D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected j, Ds have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LU 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
'actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfullv 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Section 18(1) and 18(3) of the I. D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911 lU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A. P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that "in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 11 LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein 
the Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held 
that "therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “ there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LU 308 K. G 
P. LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that "settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I. D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement 
of the fir st category has limited application and binds merely 
parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 
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settlement was reached with ci representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. 
Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “ settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. " Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive in 
the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, KOLLAM 
t it IA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION Vs. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the Kerala 
High Court has held that " mere wording of reference is not 
decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. Even though 
the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of reference, if 
points of difference are discernible from the material before 
it, it has only on duty arid that is to decide the points on 
merits and not to find out some technical defects in the 
wording of reference, subjecting the poor workman to 
hardship involved in moving the machinery again. It 
further held that " the Tribunal should look into the 
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pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of the 
Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead of 
refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also 
argued that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in 
AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the 
Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters 
also and the order of reference should not be construed in 
the manner which would prolong the industrial 
adjudication. The Labour Court is expected to decide the 
real nature of disputes between the parties and with that 
object in view, it should consider the order of reference in 
a fair and reasonable manner, though the order of reference 
is not happily framed nor was it framed to the high 
expectation of the Labour Court.” Relying on all these 
decisions, the representative for the Petitioner argued that 
though in the reference, it is not mentioned that whether 
the retrenchment is valid or not, from the pleadings it is 
clear that the Petitioners have been retrenched from the 
Respondent/Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look 
into the pleadings of the Petitioners and can decide whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled (o the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side of the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 

13, I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
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in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported 
in 1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W. P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He farther relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARASINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity." Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has hpld that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I. D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts. 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LU (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued,,that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 
SECRETARY, STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, 
the Supreme Court has held that “merely because a 
temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is 
not open to the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the 
instance of temporary employees whose period of 
employment has come to an end or of ad-hoc employees 
who by the very nature of their appointment, do not acquire 
any right.” Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the 
person who accepts an engagement either temporary or 
casual in^iature is not aware of his employment. He accepts 
the employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is 
not in a position to bargain—not at arms length since he 
might have been searching for some employment so as to 
eke out his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But 
on that ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison 
the constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate 
illegalities and to take the view that a person who has 
temporarily or casually got employed should be directed 
to be continued permanently. By doing so, it will be creating 
another mode of public appointment which is not 
permissible.” Further, the Supreme Court while laying down 
the law, has clearly held that “unless the appointment is in 
terms of the relevant rules and after a proper competition 
among qualified persons, the same would not confer any 

right on the appointee.It has to be clarified that merely 

because a temporary employee or a casual wage worker is 
continued for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he 
would not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
VS. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of Indiji, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law. ” Further 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.G 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Government 
in the wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or.sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation ofwait listornumber allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention of the 
learned counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and.these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No, 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view ot my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any r elief as claimed by him. No 
Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dicated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri S. Anthony Raj 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri M.Perumal 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01 - 08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 

daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 



I’m i 

Ex. No. 
W2 

W3 

W4 

W5 

W6 

W7 

W8 

W9 

W10 

wu 

W12 

W13 

W14 

W15 

W16 

W17 
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Date Description 

2004-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
kespondent/Bank to ail Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

2008-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W18 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait 
list No. 395 of Madurai Circle., 

W19 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about Engaging 
temporary employees from the panel 
of wait list. 

W20 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction 
of messenger staff. 

W21 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 

meeting. 


15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Nil Xerox copy of the instructions in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

NU Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Tiruchendur Branch 

NU Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondebnt/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

NU Xerox copy of reference book on Staff 

matters upto Vol. Ill 31-12-95. 

06-03-97 Xefox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—-V. Muralikannan. 

06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars — 
J. Velmurugan. 

26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
SriG. Pandi. 


W22 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W23 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W24 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

104)7-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme 
Court in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

NU 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Madurai 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 



8038 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/AS VINA 7,1929 


28 2007 

2797,- 3^rilPl=t> tqqi^ SlfqfHqif, 1947 (1947 

^T14) ^HTO 17 it, U<i ^ 3ffq> 

f ^ (^ 7Rs*?T 88/2004) ^ TFSlftTcT 
^ ni * ^ ^TqRR ^ 28-8-2007 qfif HFfl ^3TT sjt I 

[7T. T^-l2012/60/1999-3^3 ?r(^-i)] 
3m <|>RR, ^7^ 3lferRt 
New Delhi, the 28th August, 2007 

S ; G - 2797, In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
i^ vern ^ n{ hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 88/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
ndustnal Dispute between the management of State 
Dank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 28-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/60/1999-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

™ BEFORE 1HE CENTRAL government 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR court 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 88/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 263/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clausefd) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri B. Manimuthu : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

Madurai. 

APPEARANCE 

: Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 
Authorised 
Representative. 

‘ M/s K. Veeramani,- 
Advocates. 

AWARD 

~ ^ 1‘t CentraI Gove mment, Ministry of Labour, vide 
r er No L-12012/60/99-IR (B-I) dated 10-05-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 

taken'fhp H' m i Chenn ^ i and the said Labour Court has 
taken the dispute on its file as CGID No. 263/99 and issued 


For the Petitioner 
For the Management 
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notices to both parties. Both sides entered appearance 
and filed their claim statement and Counter Statement 
respectively. After the constitution of this CGIT-cum- 
Labour Court, the said dispute has been transferred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered 

it as I.D. No. 88/2004. 

2 - The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri B. Manimuthu, wait list No. 386 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment Exchange 
for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State Bank of 
India and he was given appointment as messenger after an 
interview and medical examination. He was appointed on 

n7m°!2X S - 3t SriviIIi P uthur branch from 
U2-01-1983.The Petitioner was orally informed that his 

services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, m addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
ot class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 

Hie Petitioner also submitted his application in the prescribed 
format through Branch Manager of the Srivilliputhur branch 
He was called for an interview by a Committee appointed by 
Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they have not informed 
Oie result of mterview and also with regard to appointment. 

ut, the Petitioner was informed orally to join at the branch 
where he initially worked as a class IV employee. From 02-01- 
83 the Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger 
and some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Sattur branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working atas much,, the Manager of the branch informed 
the Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure. 
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the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the l.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been Regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Government 
for adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
‘of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 386 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Coimbatore. So far 219 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 492 wait listed temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block ol 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 492 wait listed candidates, 219 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 386, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment ot Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 docs not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 


settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
Employment Exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour, 

6'. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
t a11 the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 386 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal andthey 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-Aof the 
l.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-Aof the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on' behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MW1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four types 
of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the Respondent/ 
Bank has alleged to have prepared only one wait list for 
each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those candidates 
under Ex.MlO were found suitable for appointment as 
messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is unable to say as 
to when the wait list Ex.MlO was prepared, but it is 
mentioned in Ex.MlO that it was prepared based on the 
settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex.MlO was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, 
which is marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is 
clear that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the 
temporary class JV employees who were paid scale wages 
as per Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt 
with daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex.MlO comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in, leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 
4 SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF 
INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “to employ workmen as ‘badlies’ casuals or 
temporaries and to continue them as such for many years 
with the object of depriving them of the status and privileges 
of permanent workmen is illegal.” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should h-we priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Mil interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LU 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have aiso not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made whth ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The 'J 

Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency to? the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation tha 
he worked as temporary messenger is also mcorrecMh V 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and theretb'e. 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not q^s ioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlement 
and operate throughout the country. Further 
the rulings reported in 19911UJ 323 ASSOCIATEDGLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached m 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud 
misrepresentation or coercion, the set!dement b bin ng 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the R«pond«u 
further relied on the rulings reported " J 

ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 

conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 

will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, e 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
Conciliation Officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settl eme . 

It further held that * ‘there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 I LU 308 K.CP. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided into 
two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the I-D. 
Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation 
proceedings under section 18(3). A settlement of the firs 
category has limited application and binds merely parties 
to it and settlement of the second category made with a 
recognised majority union has extended application as it 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment. Even 
in case of the first category, if the settlement was reached 


with a representative union of which the contesting 
workmen were members and if there was nothing 
unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the settlement U 
must be binding on the contesting workmen also_ He 

further relied on the rulings re P°: te ^^ T f^ ^tD 
NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. 

Vs STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to t^re being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 

arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, may refer for 
adjudication after examining the allegations as there i 
underlying assumption that the settlement reached l 
the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned coun 
for the Respondent contended that though it is all g 
that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, hea r g»e 
that no union of the bank has questioned the.setUemcn 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it no 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 

same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of he 
workman with wait list No. given for restoring the wai list 
of temporary messengers in the establishment 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appo™*” 1 *™ 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified. T 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by he 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether 
the restoration of wait list can be made as contended b ? 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner 
it is contended that mere wording of reference is not 
decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference and he 

relied on the rulings reported in 1998 chap 

SECRETARY, KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP 
WORKERS UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL KOLLAM 
wherein the Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording o 
reference is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decid 
the points on merits and not to find out some techmca 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again ” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAGNATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein 
the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that ‘hhe Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court 
has held that “the only question which falls for 
determination in this appeal is whether a candidate whose 


name appears in the select list on the basis of competitive 
examination acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service 
in an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was' 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wail list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely ^ 1 -3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARAS1NGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 

(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule o 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed m an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that ‘ ‘ merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance ot 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right. 
Further, it has also held that it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment whieh is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment *s in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further 
in CDJ 2006 SC395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned, the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held 
that temporary employees are not entitled to claim any 
rights for regularisation, merely because they have 
completed 240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 
calendar months and the Supreme Court has also held that 
each case must be considered on its own merit and the 
changes brought about by the subsequent decisions of 
the Supreme Court probably having regard to the changes 
in the policy decisions of the Government in the wake of 
prevailing market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri B. Manimuthu 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri M. Perumal 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. 
W3 

W4 

W5 

W6 

W7 

W8 

W9 

W10 

Wll 

W12 

W13 


W14 


Date Description 

24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

06-06-88 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Sattur Branch. 

13-08-88 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Srivilliputhur Branch. 

264X2-91 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kariapatti Branch. 

07-01-98 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Sattur Branch. 

Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

Nil Xerox copy of Reference book on Staff 

matters Vol. Ill consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 


W15 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W16 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W17 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W18 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars — 

J. Velmurugan. 

W19 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W20 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 

W21 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W22 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W23 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head office circular 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W24 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 

meeting. 

W25 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 


W26 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W27 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

09-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

3007-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

1007-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Madurai 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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^JT.3TT. 2798.—1947 (1947 
■^T 14) ^K117 ^ ^f, W*FK 3W 

^r««s<ll ^ ^ 3?k qp tf«h l <T 

Sflgw 3skitfiRr ^ 

%rf ^ TT^TZ 117/2004) ^ H<t> l fVM 

^RTcTt t, *rt 4^4 EK<=bK 27-8-2007 ^ 3TRT |T3n ejj I 

[7T. 1^1-12012/401/1998-3Tlf3iR(^-i)] 
3T3P7 epnc srfq^rct 
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2798.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 117/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. 1^12012/401/1998-IR (B-I)J 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 117/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 107/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 
BETWEEN 

Sri K, S. Periasamy ; I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II PartyManagement 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 


For the Petitioner 

: Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 


Authorised 


Representative. 

For the management 

: M/s K. S. Sundar, 


Advocate 


AWARD 


The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/401/98-IR (B-I) dated 08-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and thb said Labour Court has 
taken the dispute on its file as CGID No. 107/99 and issued 


notices to both parties. Both sides entered appearance 
and filed their claim statement and Counter Statement 
respectively. After the constitution of this CGIT cum 
Labour Court, the said dispute has been transferred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered 
it as I.D. No. 117/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri K. S. Periassamy, wait list No. 348 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in 
State Bank of India and he was given appointment as 
messenger after an interview and medical examination. He 
was appointed on temporary basis at H. E. Kailasapuram 
branch from23-01-1987.The Petitioner was orally informed 
that his services were no more required. The 
non-employment of the Petitioner and others became 
subject matter before Supreme Court in the form of Writ 
Petition filed by State Bank Employees’ Union in Writ 
Petition No. 542/87 which was taken up by the Supreme 
Court. The Respondent/Bank, in addition to its counter, 
filed a copy of settlement under Section 18(1) reached 
between management of State Bank of India and All India 
State Bank of India Staff Federation and the settlement is 
with regard to absorption of Class IV temporary workmen 
who were denied employment after 1985-86 were classified 
in the settlement was under consideration once again and 
they classified the workmen under three categories namely 
A, B and C. Though the classification was unreasonable, 
the Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. The 
Petitioner also submitted his application in the prescribed 
format through Branch Manager of the H. E. Kailasapuram 
branch. He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with regard 
to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed orally to 
join at the branch where he initially worked as a class IV 
employee. From 23-01-87, the Petitioner has been working as 
a temporary messenger and some times performing work in 
other branches also. While working on temporary basis in 
Trichy Z. O. branch, another advertisement by the 
Respondent/Bank was made regarding casual workers who 
were reported to be in service during the same period. 
While the Petitioner was working as such, the Manager of 
the branch informed the Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that 
his services are not required any more and he need not 
attend the office from 1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a 
dispute with regard to his non-employment. Since the 



lm n-w^: 3(ii)] 


^FT WT4 : 29, 2007/3TTf^H 7, 1929 


8049 


conciliation ended in failure, the matter was referred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication. Though reference was sent to 
this Tribunal, the reference framed did not satisfy the 
grievance of the Petitioner, he has made a fresh 
representation to Govt, to reconsider the reference and the 
Petitioner requested the Respondent/Bank to continue to 
engage him in service as obtained prior to 31-3-97 and to 
regularise him in service in due course. The Respondent/ 
Bank took up an unreasonable stand that the service and 
the number of days worked by Petitioner were treated as of 
no consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, 
it engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after 
the settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement 
by which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the respondent/Bank has been 
Regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The wait list suffers serious infirmities and it is 
not based on strict seniority and without any rationale. 
Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant 
relief of regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all 
attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 348 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appo ment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1 -7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 348, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) '‘Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 348 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified? ” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no v 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the efrect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 

I D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex. Ml and the averments of MW1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into A, 

B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come _ last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption alongwith the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals alongwith 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have 
not been informed about this amendment which includes 
casuals affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per 
instructions in Ex.W2 four types of waiting lists have to be 
prepared. But the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have 
prepared only one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 
in this case. Those candidates under Ex.M 10 were found 
suitable for appointment as messengers and sweepers. 
Even MW 1 is unable to say as to when the wait list 
Ex.M 10 was prepared, but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it 
was prepared based on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27- 
10-88 and 9-1-91 which are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 
respectively. But, when MW1 has spoken about the 
settlements, he deposed that settlement dated 27-10-88 was 
not included in the Madras circle since the High Court 
order is there, but he has not produced any document in 
support of the so called non-inclusion except his bald 
statement. Further, according to MW1 wait list under 


Ex.MlO was prepared on 2-5-92 but there is no pleading in 
the Counter Statement with regard to this wait list. Further 
the Hon’ble High Court has held in its order dated 23-7-99 
in W.P.No.7872of 1991, which is marked as an exhibit, in 
which it is stated that ‘it is clear that the 1987 settlement 
was concerned with the temporary class IV employees who 
were paid scale wages as per Bipartite Settlement while the 
1988 settlement dealt with daily wager in Class IV category 
who were paid wages daily on mutual agreement basis. In 
such circumstances, as rightly contended the Respondent 
are not justified and combined the list of candidates covered 
under 1987 settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed 
two distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat 
one class and their action undoubtedly amounts to 
violation of Article 14 of Constitution of India. Further, 
the averment of MW1 and the statements in Counter 
Statement are contrary to the above and it is nothing but a 
desperate attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or 
perpetrated by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals 
with unequals. It is further contended on behalf of the 
Petitioner that as per deposition of MW1 wait list under 
Ex.MlO comprises of both messengerial and non- 
messengerial candidates. While the temporary employee* . 
were appointed after due process of selection and were 
paid wages on the basis of industrywise settlement, it is 
not so in the case of casuals. Therefore, both belongs to 
two different and distinct categories. But, Ex. M3 provides 
for the same norms to the casuals as in the case of temporary 
employees in the matter of absorption. Therefore, it is violative 
of Articles 14 & 16 of Constitution of India. Therefore, the 
Petitioner contended that preparation of Ex. M 10 namely 
wait list is not in conformity with the instructions of Ex. M2 
and non-preparation of separate panels amounts to violation 
of circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected vacancies 
for the period from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, no wait list was 
released / published even after the Court order in WMP No. 
11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 directing the Respondent/Bank 
to release the list of successful candidates pursuant to the 
first advertisement published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. 
Furthermore, wait list under Ex.MlO does not carry 
particulars about the candidates, date of initial appointment 
and the number of days put in by them to arrive at their 
respective seniority. From all these things, it is clear that 
Ex. M 10 has been prepared in violation of instructions 
and ceased to have the credibility attached to the wait list. 
Above all. Ex. Ml was not produced at the time of 
conciliation proceedings held during the year 1997-98 held 
at Chennai and Madurai and only during the year 2003 the 
Respondenl/Bank produced the wait list Ex. M10 before 
this Tribunal marking it as a confidential document. It is 
further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these petitioners 
were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not been told at 
the time of initial appointment that their appointment was 
in leave vacancy. Further, even before or after the settlement 
on absorption of temporary employees, the expression that 
they were engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device 
to take them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. 
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Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/ 
Bank is continuous and though the Petitioner has performed 
the duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
to employ workmen as badlies casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law'. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made "in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Mil interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it w'as implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on w'hich the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LU 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal; In all these cases, the Petitioners 
w'ere in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of w r ait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
w'ere not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law' and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner w'as w'ait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AP. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LU 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discout age 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that "there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LU 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
ID. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 
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the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES 
LTD. Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at 
by the free will of the parties and is a poin ter to there 
being good will between them. When there is a dispute 
that the settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has 
been arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government. may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government, 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner 
it is contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SEC RETARY, KOLLAM 
JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION Vs. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the Kerala 
High Court has held that "mere wording of reference is not 
decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that "the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB 1C 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that ‘the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. 1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to Jiim or 
not? But, 1 find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “the only question which falls for 
determination in this appeal is whether a candidate whose 


name appears in the select list on the basis of competitive 
examination acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service 
in an existing or a future vacancy. ” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA W'herein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARASINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference tG the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 

(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule oi 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still born baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 H1MANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary. He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LU (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.’ Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain-not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to^eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Farther, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise ” Further 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme 
Court also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account * 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri K. S. Periyasamy 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper, publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xero^t copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

01-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

2008-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of Respondent/ 
Bank to all Branches regarding identifica¬ 
tion of messenger vacancies and filling 
them before 31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

08-02-92 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by H. E. Kailasapuram Branch. 

W10 

08-07-93 

Xerox copy of the increment letter given 
by Respondent/Bank 

Wll 

01-09-93 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirapalli Branch. 

W12 

12-10-94 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Musiri Branch. 

W13 

04-05-95 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Ramalinga Nagar Branch. 

W14 

21-08-95 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirapalli Branch. 

W15 

21-09-96 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirapalli Branch. 


W16 12-09-96 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Tiruchirapalli Branch. 

W17 19-11-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Ramalinga Nagar Branch. 

W18 04-12-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Woraiyur Branch. 

W19 Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W20 Nil Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W21 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W22 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W23 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W24 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars — 

J. Velmurugan. 

W25 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial-—G. Pandi. 

W26 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W27 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W28 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W29 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W30 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

W31 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W32 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W33 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 


For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

1607-88 

Xerox copy of tjie settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

09-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

3007-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

0906-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

2805-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

1505-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

1007-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

NO 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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'SRr.arr. 2799.—1947 (1947 
14) STTTT 17 ^ •3FJSRTT4, 4^4 TH4iR^ 3#T 
^ UTOcra ^ FP43 M^cbT a^n: • 3 ^ ^ 

4‘ 4teitf>T3F 4‘ wfr aMfe 
3Tfa*K% ^ W (tMwtI 115/2004) Wi TOfem 
_Qb ^ o, ^ y<=hK 4^1 27-8-2007 W*\ 1|3?T an | 

[TT. T^-12012/394/l998-^3TR(4t-I)] 
3F5R =pTK, aTtelft 
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2799. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 115/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/394/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBl iNAL-CUM-I ABO UR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 115/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 105/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri V. Sankar : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India,Region-1 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : SriV.S.Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : Mr. M/s. V. Sundar Anandan 

Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/394/98-IR (B-I) dated 08-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to. the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 105/99 and issued notices 


to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D.No. 115/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri V. Sankar, wait list No. 225 for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
State Bank of India and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? If 
so, to what relief the said workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Avoor branch from March 
1984. The Petitioner was orally informed that his services 
were no more required. The non-employment of the 
Petitioner and others became subject matter before Supreme 
Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State Bank 
Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which was 
taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/Bank, in 
addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement under 
Section 18( 1) reached between management of State Bank 
of India and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation 
and the settlement is with regard to absorption of Class IV 
temporary workmen who were denied employment after 
1985-86 were classified in the settlement was under 
consideration once again and they classified the workmen 
under three categories namely A, B and C. Though the 
classification was unreasonable, the Respondent/Bank 
brought to the notice of the Petitioner about the interview 
to be held through advertisements. The Petitioner also 
submitted his application in the prescribed format through 
Branch Manager of the Avoor branch. He was called for an 
interview by a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank 
in this regard. But, they have not informed the result of 
interview and also with regard to appointment. But, the 
Petitioner was informed orally to join at the branch where he 
initially worked as- a class IV employee. From 
March 1984, the Petitioner has been working as a temporary 
messenger and some times performing work in other 
branches also. While working on temporary basis in Avoor 
branch, another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was 
made regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1-4-97. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his 
non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
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the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt. j° r 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(l)and 18(3)ofI.D. Act inlieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees ^ho are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 


settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 225 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of652 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent®ank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, and 
C. Considering their temporary service and subject to other 
eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31 -3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 225, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, t e 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industria 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent® ank 
‘ and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
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the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be Filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated all the 
settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of India 
Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act and 
not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 225 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. MI. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation-or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11 -1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all easels of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and Wg as well 
as Ex M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MWI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into A, 

B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or first 
come—last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have 
not been informed about this amendment which includes 
casuals affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per 
instructions in Ex.W2 four types of waiting lists have to be 
prepared. But the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have 
prepared only one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 
in this case. Those candidates under Ex.M10 were found 
suitable for appointment as messengers and sweepers. 
Even MW 1 is unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 
was prepared, but it is mentioned in Ex.Ml0 that it was 
prepared based on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 

and 9-1-91 which are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 
respectively. But, when MWI has spoken about the 
settlements, he deposed that settlement dated 27-10-88 was 
not included in the Madras circle since the High Court 
order is there, but he has not produced any document in 
support of the so called non-inclusion except his bald 
statement. Further, according to MWI wait list under 


Ex.MlO was prepared on 2-5-92 but there is no pleading in 
the Counter Statement with regard to this wait list. Further 
the Hon’ble High Court has held in its order dated 23-7-99 
in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, which is marked as an exhibit, in 
which it is stated that ‘it is clear that the 1987 settlement 
was concerned with the temporary class IV employees who 
were paid scale wages as per Bipartite Settlement while the 
1988 settlement dealt with daily wager in class IV category 
who were paid wages daily on mutual agreement basis. In 
such circumstances, as rightly contended the Respondent 
are not justified and combined the list of candidates covere 
under 1987 settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed 
two distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat 
one class and their action undoubtedly amounts to 
violation of Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, 
the averment of MWI and the statements in Counter 
Statement are contrary to the above and it is nothing but a 
desperate attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or 
perpetrated by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals 
with unequals. It is further contended on behalf of the 
Petitioner that as per deposition of MWI wait list under 
Ex M10 comprises of both messengerial and non- 
messengerial candidates. While the temporary employees 
were appointed after due process of selection and were, 
paid wages on the basis of industry wise settlement, it is 
not so in the case of casuals. Therefore, both belongs to 
two different and distinct categories. But, Ex. M3 provides 
for the same norms to the casuals as in the case of temporary 
employees in the matter of absorption. Therefore, it is violative 
of Articles 14 & 16 of Constitution of India. Therefore, the 
fbtitioner contended that preparation of Ex. M10 namely wait 
list is not in conformity with the instructions of Ex.M2 and 
non-preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per instructions 
in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected vacancies for the period 
from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, no wait list was released / 
published even after the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 
W.P. No. 7872/91 directing the Respondent/Bank to release 
the list of successful candidates pursuant to the first 
advertisement published in The Hindu dated 1-8-88. 
Furthermore, wait list under Ex.MlO does not carry 
particulars about the candidates, date of initial appointment 
and the number of days put in by them to arrive at their 
respective seniority. From all these things, it is clear that 
Ex. M 10 has been prepared in violation of instructions 
and ceased to have the credibility attached to the wait list 
Above all, Ex. Ml was not produced at the time of 
conciliation proceedings held during the year 1997-98 held 
at Chennai and Madurai and only during the year 2003 the 
Respondent/Bank produced thi wait list Ex. M10 before 
this Tribunal marking it as a confidential document. It is 
further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these petitioners 
were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not been told at 
the time of initial appointment that their appointment was 
in leave vacancy. Further, even before or after the settlement 
on absorption of temporary employees, the expression that 
they were engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device 
to take them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. 
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Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/ 
Bank is continuous and though the Petitioner has performed 
the duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF 
INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that "to employ workmen as ‘badlies’ casuals or 
temporaries and to continue them as such for many years 
with the object of depriving them of the status and privileges 
of permanent workmen is illegal.” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
,The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M1 to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 240 
days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25Fof the Industrial 
Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the benefits 
under the provisions of I.D. Act. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though some of the Petitioners 
in the connected I.Ds have not completed 240 days, since 
the Respondent/Bank has not taken into consideration and 
not included the Sundays and paid holidays as days on 
which the Petitioners have actually worked and hence, they 
have also completed 240 days in a period of 12 calendar 
months. He also relied on the rulings reported in 1985 II 
LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION Vs. 
MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “the expression ‘actually 
worked under the employer’ cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported to 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank’s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. 
In all these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault 
of theirs, they find themselves stranded in life midstream. 
They have also not gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
madd by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
‘ of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
Conciliation Officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 
It further held that “there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration. 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 I LLJ 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided into 
two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the ID. 
Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation 
proceedings under section 18(3). A settlement of the first 
category has limited application and binds merely parties 
to it and settlement of the second category made with a 
recognised majority union has extended application as it 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment. Even 
in case of the first category, if the settlement was reached 


with a representative union of which the contesting 
workmen were members and if jthere was nothing 
unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the settlement, it 
must be binding on the contesting workmen also.” He 
further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 
NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, may refer for 
adjudication after examining the allegations as there is an 
underlying assumption that the settlement reached with 
the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that though it is alleged 
that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list No. given for restoring the wait list 
of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether 
the restoration of wait list can be made as contended by 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it 
is contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JDLLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a ieference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
. or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LABIC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
ofreference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that ‘ ‘the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

.14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V. VUEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy. In that case, pruning of select 
list on reduction in number of vacancies was made in view 
of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff and a 
policy decision has been taken to reduce the number of 
vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 S YNDICATEB ANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question' 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None o e 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from die mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances ot 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be-held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious <$ie. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed m an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 H1MANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYAR'IIII & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has no 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prhyer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 S1C C', \ 

SECRETARY, STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, 

the Supreme Court has held that “merely because a 
temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or niade 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, it 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is 
not open to the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the 
instance of temporary employees whose period ot 
employment has come to an end or of ad-hoc employees 
who by the very nature of their appointment, do not acquire 
any right.” Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the 
person who accepts an engagement either temporary or 
casual in nature is not aware of his employment. He accepts 
the employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is 
not in a position to bargain not at arms length since he 
might have been searching for some employment so as to 
eke out his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But 
on that ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison 
the constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate 
illegalities and to take the view that a person who has 
temporarily or casually got employed should be directed 
to be continued permanently. By doing so, it will be creating 
another mode of public appointment which is not 
permissible.” Further, the Supreme Court while laying down 
the law, has clearly held that “unless the appointment is in 
terms of the relevant rules and after a proper competition 
among qualified persons, the same would not confer any 

■ right on the appointee.It has to be clarified that merely 

because a temporary employee or a casual wage worker is 
continued for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he 
would not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or 
made permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, 
if the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules. 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
‘*itris not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined-under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subs^uent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri V. Sankar 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W 1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

01-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

20-08-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement.in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

1984-85 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Arasarkulam branch. 

W10 

04-07-95 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Pudukottai branch. 

Wll 

07-10-96 

Xerox copy of service certificate issued 
by Avoor branch. 

W12 

15-11-96 

Xerox copy of service certificate issued 
by Tennur branch. 

W13 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & Service conditions. 

WI4 

Nit 

Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff up to 31-12-95. 

W15 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy ofthe call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—V. Muralikannan. 

W16 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy ofthe call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W17 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W18 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy ofthe service particulars— 
J. Velmurugan. 

W19 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

3855 Gl/2007—17 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W20 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
SriG. Pandit. 

W21 

Feb.2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W22 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Modul 
Circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W23 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy ofthe Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W24 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W25 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Stall 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W26 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Oftice 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W27 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Oflice 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 


For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-07-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 09-01-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 09-06-95 Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 28-05-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 15-05-98 Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 

No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 10-07-99 Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 

, Module. 

Ml l 25-10-99 Xerox copy ofthe order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99, 
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New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2800. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 114/ 
2004) of the Cental Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/398/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 114/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No 104/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri S.Parthiban : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S.Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : Mr. F.B. Benjamin George, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry' of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/398/98-IR (B-I) dated 8-2-199 9 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 104/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 114/2004. ' 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri S.Parthiban , wait list No. 275 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Cuddalore branch from 
22-7-1980. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Cuddalore O.T. branch . He was called for an interview by 
a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 22-07-1980 the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temprorary basis in Cuddalore branch. another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1-4-97. 
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Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his 
non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 
25G & 25H of the I D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner 
is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Awaid. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been Regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions ot circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to w'ork under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The w'ait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, ’for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
r ghe engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner i.s estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(l)and 18(3)ofI.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18( ) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 275 m waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. Wen the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engage 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to pe 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees w'ho have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block o 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered or 
seniority in the w-ait list and it w-as also agreed that wan list 
w-as to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date w as 
extended up to 31 -3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31 12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 275, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements w'ere bona fide which w'ere the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitionei is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondeni/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such pica. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity ot 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not ccrtcct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
all the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation.were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 

consideration are :— * 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 275 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 

(ii) ‘To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)j 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) OF 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
fhe Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11 -1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MWI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will dearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.M 10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW 1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MWI wait list under Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, 
which is marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is 
clear that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the 
temporary class IV employees who were paid scale wages 
as per Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt 
with daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWI and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW I wait list under Ex.Ml 0 comparises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis -of 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to. the first advertisement 
published in The Hindu dated 1 -8-88. Furthermore, wait list 
under Ex.M10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 
4 SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies ’ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. " Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme, in the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 240 
days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the benefits 
under the provisions of I.D. Act. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though some of the Petitioners 
in the connected I.Ds have not completed 240 days, since 
the Respondent/Bank has not taken into consideration and 
not included the Sundays and paid holidays as days on 
which the Petitioners have actually worked and hence, they 
have also completed 240 days in a period of 12 calendar 
months. He also relied on the rulings reported in 1985 II 
LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION Vs. 
MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “the expression ‘actually 
worked under the employer' cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc.” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported tp 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank’s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. 
In all these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault 
of theirs, they find themselves stranded in life midstream. 
They have also not gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bonafide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 






[Win-^^ 3(ii)] 


<qi^ -3R WT7 : 29, 2007/33]fFH 7, 1929 


8073 


was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991ILXJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workm en. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 IILLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT C ORTOR A'llON AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “ there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 


settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rul ings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “ settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bonafide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, may refer 
for adjudication after examining the allegations as there 
is an underlying assumption that the settlement reached 
with the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 


11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list No. given for restoring the wait list 
of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether 
the restoration of wait list can be made as contended by 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 


12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOI JAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “ mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability’ of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on dutyr and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that “ the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LABIC 1664VANSAGNATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that ‘ ‘the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “the only question which falls for 
determination in this appeal is whether a candidate whose 


name appears in the select list on the basis 6f competitive 
examination acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service 
in an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported 
in 1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yeariy panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year, should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 XI SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation ot appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question ot confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still born baby.Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR V1DYARTHI &ORSVs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the ID. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts. 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors. Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer tor 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that * ‘merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad -hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right. 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain not at arms length since he might have beer, 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not peimissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, it 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
'“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 U N 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. 
S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“only because an employee had worked for more than 240 
days of service by that itself would not confer any legal 
right upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme 
Court also held that ‘‘the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore." 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumsiatfces, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner, 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
r or the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
emporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a tempcrary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A.. transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 31st 
January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WWi Sri S.Nagarajan 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW 1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1, 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in 
The Hindu on daily wages based on 
Ex.W4. 


W5 

20-08-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in Fhe 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

15-06-88 

Xe-rox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Cuddalore Branch 

W10 

25-07-97 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Cuddalore Branch 

Wll 

Mil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in Reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W12 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the Vol. HI of Reference 
book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W13 

06-03-97 Xerox copy .of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 


W14 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W15 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W16 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars — 

J. Velmurugan. 

W17 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part Urne Menial—G. Pandi. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W18 31 -03-97 Xerox copy of the appointm ent order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 

W19 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W21' 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head office circul ar 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 

meeting. 

W23 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms*-—creation of 
' part time general attendants. 

W24 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the Local Head Office 

circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W25 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the Local Head Office 

circular a6out Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre 

For the Respondent/Management 

Ex. No. Date Description 


Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-1088 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy ot the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07 99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
inSLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list ot Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

..... , r f • < ( w passed in CMP 
NoJ6 2 8 9 -id 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. L93/99 
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3 ^^ 3r T,%| (BT4B724T 113/2004) 3F?t ycM^Irt 
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[B. Ri?T- 12012/397/1998-3^3TR(^l)] 
'3P3pt ~<gm, 3Tf^TTrfr 
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2801. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 113/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Lahour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Gov-ament on 27-8-2007. 

(No. L-12012/397/1998-IR (B-I)] 
A JAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 113/2004 
(Principal Labour Court CGID No 103/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudciation under clause(d) 
of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri G.Deenadayalan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekamharam, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : Mr. F.B, Benjamin George. 

Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/397/98-IR (B-I) dated 08-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


(Part II— Sec. 3(ii)j 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 103/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGlT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
ID. No. 113/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

‘‘Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri G.Deenadayalan wait list No. 443 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Chidambaram branch from 
09-03-1981. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in tire settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application ir. the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Chidambaram branch . He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 09-03-1981 the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some times performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Chidambaram branch , 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not required 
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any more and he need not attend the office from 1-4-97. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his 
non-employment Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31 -3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent's 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 
25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner 
is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
Respondent/Bank has been Regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18 ( 3 ) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was-positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 


when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87,16 07 88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 443 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date w’as 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem w-as due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner w'as 
wait listed at 443, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
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It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31 -12-94 were filled up against 
the wait list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual iabour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
Employment Exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the. Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6 . Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
all the settlements made by the bank w ith the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an aw'ard 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 443 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 


(ii) ‘To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1: 

8 . In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview' and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guideiines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them internittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
'.he year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 

• in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into betw-een the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-J 987, therefore, they .have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the w'ake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
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Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENT RALRANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. S ATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
onbehalf of the Petitioner thatEx.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex.-M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.M 1 and the averments of MW 1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with die 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 

B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B 8i C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.M 1 provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, tarashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arrrvmg 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.MlO were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait listEx.MlO was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.MlO that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27 - 10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4respectively. But, when 
MW1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non- 


inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW 1 wait list under Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, 
which is marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that 'it is 
clear that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the 
temporary class TV employees who were paid scale wages 
as per Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt 
with daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1V87 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpeti ated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 

It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex.M 10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees m the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 ot 
Constitution of India: Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M10 namely waitlist is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex, W2 circularregardmg 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list ot 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in The Hindu dated 1 -8-88. Furthermore, wait list 
under Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number oi 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacaney, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Farther, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
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engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 
4 SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF 
INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “to employ workmen as ‘badlies’ casuals or 
temporaries and to continue them as such for many years 
with the object of depriving them of the status and privileges 
of permanent workmen is illegal.” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in .the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. Ml 0 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment'will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, maja fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Mil interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 


and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25 B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.D.s have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 H LU 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
dearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question erf 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
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the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he v/as sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 I LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED 
GLASS INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
A.P. AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen,” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
Conciliation Officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 
It further held that “there may be exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 I LLJ 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided into 
two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the I.D. 
Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation 
proceedings under section 18(3). A settlement of the first 
category has limited application and binds merely parties 
to it and settlement of the second category made with a 
recognised majority union has extended application as it 


will be binding on all workmen of the establishment. Even 
in case of the first category, if the settlement was reached 
with a representative union of which the contesting 
workmen were members and if there was nothing 
unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the settlement, it 
must be binding on the contesting workmen also.” He 
further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 
NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, may refer for 
adjudication after examining the allegations as there is an 
underlying assumption that the settlement reached with 
the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that though it is alleged 
that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list No. given for restoring the wait list 
of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether 
the restoration of wait list can be made as contended by 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM TIT 1 A HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
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workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again.” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LABIC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS V s. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that * ‘the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.’ Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. VUEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 


held that ‘ ‘the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584-SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in .the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs.. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now 
coming to the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary 
employees who have continued for more than a year should 
be regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given, without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
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for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. lust because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. ” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs, STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still born baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity,” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS Vs. STATE OFBIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D, Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 


such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the prists, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in. banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in tegular service or made 
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process of-selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that "regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
‘it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 1 2 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in sendee.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such c’rcumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

3 7.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
v/ith regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 


not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore; I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20 . In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 
(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
■and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 31st 
January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW 1 Sri G. Deenadayalan 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 
For die Respondent MW! Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W 1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W 2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respbndent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of tire advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of die circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai About filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 13-06-89 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Chidambaram Branch 

W10 Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in Reference book on staff 
matters issued by respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W11 Nil Xerox copy of Vol. ffl of Reference book 

on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

WI2 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W13 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

W14 05-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J, Velmurugan. 

W15 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars — 

J. Velmurugan. 

W16 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W17 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G, Pandi. 

W18 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W19 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W20 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W21 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

W22 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W23 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

VV24 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the R esposider.t/Mrmagement- 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

09-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox .copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

MS 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module, 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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STftRfRUj, c£ TO (TR(4 TOTT 112/2004) ^ ycH^ld 
^Rcft t, ^ ^ 27-8-2007 ^7 WZ ^T i 

[K T^f-12012/396/1 998-^37 r(^-I)] 
3DF7 c£RR, ^cFT arfWrct 
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2802. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 112/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/396/1998-IR (B-I)j 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 
PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 112/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 102/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri M.Kaliya Moorthy : I Party /Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Management 

State Bank of Ind ia, Region-I 

Trichirapalli 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : SriV. S.Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s V. Sunder Anandan, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/396/98-ER (B-I) dated 08-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to th^ Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
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the dispute on its file as CGID No. 102/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT-cum-Labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 112/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri K. Kaliyamoorthy wait list No. 370 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : — 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub-staff in Class IV cadre in 
State Bank of India and he was given appointment as 
messenger after an interview and medical examination. He 
was appointed on temporary basis at Vitlupuram Main 
branch from 22-09-1982. The Petitioner was orally informed 
that his services were no more required. The non¬ 
employment of the Petitioner and others became subject 
matter before Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition 
filed by State Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 
542/87 which was taken up by the Supreme Court. The 
Respondent/Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy 
of settlement under Section 18(1) reached between 
management of State Bank of India and AH India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation and the settlement is with 
regard to absorption of Class IV temporary workmen who 
were denied employment after 1985-86 v/ere classified in 
the settlement was under consideration once again and 
they classified the workmen under three categories namely 
A, B and C. Though the classification was unreasonable, 
the Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Villupuram Main branch. He was called for an interview by 
a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 09-03-1981, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Villupuram Main branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are notrequired 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1-4-97. 
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Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his 
non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been Regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. 1 he 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted die 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under-assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections i 8(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 370 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, and 
C. Considering their temporary service and subject to other 
eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
jvggrcgate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 370, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31 -12-94 were filled up against 
the wait list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
Employment Exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category', thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in rilling up the vacancies by the wait, 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with thepersons 
other than wait fisted workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
all the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were underSection 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class I V staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Coui t in >V.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
talse to allege that the settlements are contrary' to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 370 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 

(“) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary' 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary' 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement, as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before'the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further pray'ed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management.. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11 -1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB &. IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obniy ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to die circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with, the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex. Ml and the averments of MW1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 

B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
conie ___ i as t g 0 ! and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, far ashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to'do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex ,W8. Further, die appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in die matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four types 
of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the Respondent/ 
Bank has alleged to have prepared only one wait list for 
each module as per Ex.Ivf 10 in this case. Those candidates 
under Ex.MlO were found suitable for appointment as 
messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is unable to say as 
to when the wait list Ex.MlO was prepared, but it is 
mentioned in Ex.MlO that it was prepared based on the 
settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex.M I, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW 1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex.MlO was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, 
which is marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is 
clear that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the 
temporary class IV employees who Were paid scale wages 
as per Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt 
with daily wager in Class I V category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW 1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 

It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW \ wait list under Ex.M i 0 compi ises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therciore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not inconformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to i994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. /872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in The Hindu dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list 
under Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From ell these tilings, it is dear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
die credibility attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced die wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid arid the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 
4 SCC 2011LD, SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
‘ ‘to employ workmen as ‘badlies’ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal.” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. Ml 0 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. MI to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Mi 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has refetTed to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore* they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported m 1985 II LU 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances/this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911 LI J 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea hefore the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached in 
the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen.” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997IILLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein 
the Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held 
that “therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority union 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, even 
those who belong to the minority union which had objected 
to the same. To that extent, it departs from the ordinary law 
of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold the sanctity 
of settlements reached with the active assistance of the 
Conciliation Officer and to discourage an individual 
employee or a minority union from scuttling the settlement.” 
It further held that ‘ ‘there may be. exceptional cases, where 
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even 
corruption or other inducements. But, in the absence of 
such allegations, a settlement in the course of collective 
bargaining is entitled to due weight and consideration.” 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 I LLJ 308 K.C.P. LTD. Vs. 
PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that ‘ ‘settlements are divided into 
two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside the 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the I.D. 
Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of conciliation 
proceedings under section 18(3). A settlement of the first 
category has limited application and binds merely parties 
to it and settlement of the second category made with a 
recognised majority union has extended application as it 
will be binding on all workmen of the establishment. Even 
in case of the first category, if the settlement was reached 
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with a representative union of which the contesting 
workmen were members and if there was nothing 
unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the settlement, it 
must be binding on the contesting workmen also.” He 
further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 SC 469 
NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona tide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, may refer for 
adjudication after examining the allegations as there is an 
underlying assumption that the settlement reached with 
the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that though it is alleged 
that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list No. given for restoring the wait list 
of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether 
the restoration of wait list can be made as contended by 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of die Petitioner it is 

contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRE1ARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS 
UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein 
the Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of 
reference is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a 
reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond 
the order of reference, if points of difference are discernible 
from the material before it, it has only on duty and that is to 
decide the points on merits and not to find out some 
technical defects in ihr subjecting 

the poor workman to hardship involved in moving the 
machinery again.” It .further V'L im.t “the Tribunal should 
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look into the pleading and find out the exact nature of 
pleading of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of 
dispute instead of refusing to answer the reference on 
merits/’ Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power 
to go into the question whether the Petitioner is to be 
reinstated in service or not for which he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1998 LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN 
ORIENT PAPER MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, & 
OPS. wherein the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held 
that “the Tribunal cannot go behind the terms of reference, 
but that does not mean that it cannot look into the pleadings 
of parties.” He also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1507 A. SAMBANTHAN Vs.‘PRESIDING 
OFFICER, LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has 
been held that “it has been repeatedly held that the Labour 
Court should not attempt to consider the order under 
reference in a technical manner or a pedantic manner, but 
should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner.” Fie also argued that in Express 
Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the 
Suprei .o Court has held drat“the Tribunal has jurisdiction 
to conoder all incidental matters also and die order of 
reference should not be construed in the manner which 
would prolong the industrial adjudication. The Labour Court 
is expected to decide the real nature of disputes between 
the parties and with that object in view , it should consider 
the order of reference in a fair and reasonable manner, 
though the order of reference is not happily framed nor 
was it framed to the high expectation of the Labour Court.” 
Relying on all these decisions, the representative for the 
Petitioner argued that though in the reference, it is not 
mentioned that whether the retrenchment is valid or not, 
from the pleadings it is clear that the Petitioners have been 
retrenched from the Respondent/Bank and therefore, this 
Tribunal can look into the pleadings of the Petitioners and 
can decide whether the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated 
in service as alleged by him and whether he is entitled to 
the back wages as alleged by him. Therefore, the argument 
advanced on the side of the Respondent that it is beyond 
the scope of reference is without any substance. 

13. 1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent? 
Bank, I find die Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VUEESH wherein the Supreme Court 

has held that “the only question which falls for 
determination in this appeal is whether a candidate whose 


name appears in the select list on the basis of competitive 
examination acquires aright of appointment in Govt, service 
in an existing or a future vacancy. In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam-surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory'.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AMD OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in tire services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived arid therefore, the lear ned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that: “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala ficle on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now 
coming to the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary 
employees who have continued for more than a year should 
be regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
far applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the tine of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
si no > appointment is not satisfactory, fhcse are the 

add’ ;.al problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arisi rn giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post- Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all tlie relevant , 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997 IISCC 1 ASHWAN1 KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF B IHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
reguiarisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or reguiarisation ot 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported reguiarisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still born baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTH1 & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the ID. Act. 1 he 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts. 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that Under Section 
25G of the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of Tast come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.’ Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued 
that even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 
SECRETARY, STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA 
DEVI, the Supreme Court has held that “merely because a 
temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is 
not open to the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the 
instance of temporary employees whose period of 
employment has come to an end or of ad-hoc employees 
who by frie very nature of their appointment, do not acquire 
any right.” Further, it has also held that it is not as if, the 
person who accepts an engagement either temporary or 
casual in nature is not aware of his employment. He accepts 
tiie employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is 
not in a position to bargain not at arms length since he 
might have been searching for some employment so as to 
eke out his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But 
on that ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison 
the constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate 
illegalities and to take the view that a person who has 
temporarily or casualty got employed should be directed 
to be continued permanently. By doing so, it will be cieating 
another mode of public appointment which is not 
permissible ” Further, the Supreme Court while laying down 
the law, has clearly held that 1 ‘unless the appointment is in 
terms of the relevant rules and after a proper competition 
among qualified persons, the same would not confer any 

right on the appointee.It has to be clarified that merely 

because a temporary employee or a casual wage worker is 
continued for a time beyond the teran of his appointment, he 
would not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL. FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is riot a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held 
- *^at it is not disputed that the appointment of the 
Respondent was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ 
within the meaning of. Article 12 of the Constitution of 
India, the Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its 
employees was bound to follow the recruitment rules. 
Any recruitment made in violation of such rules as also in 
violation of constitutional scheme enshrined under 
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India would be 
void in law.” Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA 
PRADESH STATE AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOP¬ 
MENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “only because an employee 
had worked for more than 240 days of service by that 
itself would not confer any legal right upon him to be 
regularised in service.” The Supreme Court also held 
that “the changes brought about by the subsequent 
decisions of this court probably having regard to the 
changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the wake 
of prevailing market economy, globalisation, privatisation 
and outsourcing is evident, in view of the settled legal 
position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and 
Federation, at the time of reference, they have not 
questioned the settlement nor the number allotted to each 
individual in the wait list. Further, the Petitioners have 
not questioned the settlement and they have not alleged 
that settlement was not a bona fide in nature or it has 


been arrived at on account of mala fide, misrepresentation, 
fraud or even corruption or other inducements. Under 
such circumstances, I find the Petitioners cannot now 
question the settlements at this stage and since they are 
only temporary employees and since it is not shown before 
this Tribunal that the Respondent/Bank has got 
sanctioned posts for temporary employees to be 
absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot claim for 
reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and fhe changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 

alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. No 
Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 31st 
January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri M. Kaliyamoorthy 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L.Selvaraj 

Documents Marked :■— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 

daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. Date 


Description 


Ex. No. Date 


Description 


W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative W18 Feb.2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank for the month of February, 2005 wait list 

for implementation of Ex, Ml. No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 


W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 

Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instructions in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 13-06-89 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Thirukkoviloor Branch. 

W10 Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W11 Nil Xerox copy of Vol. Ill of Reference book 

on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W12 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Maduri zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 


W19 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about Engaging temporal) 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W20 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W21 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 

meeting. 

W22 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W23 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W24 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-07-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 09-01-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 09-06-95 Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 


W13 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office For interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

W14 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W15 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars - 

J. Velmurugan. 

W16 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W17 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 


M7 28-05-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91, 

M8 15-05-98 Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 

No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 10-07-99 Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
inSLPNo. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil * Xerox copy of the wait list of Tricky 
Module. 

Ml 1 25-10-99 Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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[R. T^G2012/388/l998-^37R(«ft-I)] 
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New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O, 2803.-—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 109/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/388/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 109/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGJD No. 99/99] 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri N.Velusamy : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s V. Sundar Anandan, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L- 12012/388/98- LR (B-I) dated 05-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGED No.99/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
ID. No. 109/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri N. Velusamy wait list No. 219 for restoring the 
wart list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Chidambaram branch from 
08-04-1981. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(i) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Chidambaram branch. He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 08.04.1981, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. Whije 
working on temporary basis in Pinnalur branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondem/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1-4-97 A 
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Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his 
non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsidei die 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by diiecting 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour' practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. Fhe 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. 'Hie 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18( 1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 219 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, and 
C. Considering their temporary service and subject to other 
eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the lemporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered lor 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and noi in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 219, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workahie 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so tar 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and opeiated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contenaed that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998. the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
undei no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by'the wait 
usted workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily tilling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules ot the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
w ith Lie instructions laid dowm under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
ot the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

0) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 219 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as ■ 
temporary messenger is justified?” 

(ii) To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 
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Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in tftis case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circuiars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were-terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits, 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularization of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and die Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-31-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working foi 240 clays does not 3rise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
LD. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right fnr appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act pro viding 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category ol retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study ofEx.Ml and the averments of MW 1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into 1 A, 
B and C , but this categorization of ‘A, B & C” is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—-first go 5 or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause i is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.M! provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, far ashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengeria! work is in contravention of me 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which i s marked as Ex. W 8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengeria! jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank's circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual basis 
should not be given permanent appointment in the bank 
service. Those casuals were given more beneficial treatment 
in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for interview 
and selection. But, temporary employees have not been 
informed about this amendment which includes casuals 
affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per instructions 
in Ex.W2 four types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But 
the Respondent/Bank lias alleged to have prepared only 
one wait fist for each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. 
Those candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex. M10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-13 -87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW' 1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of die so called non- 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared ou 2-5-92 but 
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there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’bJe High Court has held in 
its order dated 23- 7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 198 7 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article i 4 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW i and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 

It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 comprises 
of both messengeria! and non--messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis cf 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 ot 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate, 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released/published even after 
the Court, order in WMF No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘TheHindu’ dated 1-8-8S. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.M 10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Maaurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. Ivl 10 before this Tribunal mat king 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, ihc C/xpiusSion mat they were 
engaged in leave vacancy wav used as a device to take 
them out of the principal rbv-x- 2 (c,;) of tire ID. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
pennanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
sendee later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to lav/ and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. 'Fhough clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Mil interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of LD. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected LDs. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 IT LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc,” It is further, 
argued that cal! letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona Fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991ILLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 IILLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein 
the Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held 
that 44 therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement.” It further held that “ there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that ’‘settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 


settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. V s. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM mi. A HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty' and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that “the Tribunal should look 



8104 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/AS VINA 7,1929 


[Part 1I- - Sec. 3(ii)] 


into the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading 
of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute 
instead of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” 
Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power to go 
into the question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated 
in service or not for which he relied on the rulings reported 
in 1998 LAB IC i 664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAM3ANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
or reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that <n Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that ‘ ‘the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on ail these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
noi? But, I tmd that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/' 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now' the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings* 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. VUEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy. In that case, pruning of select 
list on reduction in number of vacancies was made in view 
of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff and a 
policy decision has been taken to reduce the number of 
vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not.arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATEBANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that ”by its letter dated 7-2-87 the. bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right io 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on ail 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Linder such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
ruiings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PJARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy: 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. ” Thus, the Supreme L.ourt set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still born baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTH1 & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the LD. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts. 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatoiy 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETAR Y, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
oi a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to'prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage woiker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the' Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and 
Federation, at the time of reference, they have not 
questioned the settlement nor the number allotted to each 
individual in the wait list. Further, the Petitioners have 
not questioned the settlement and they have not alleged 
that settlement was not a bona fide in nature or it has 
been arrived at on account of mala fide, misrepresentation, 


fraud or even corruption or other inducements. Under 
such circumstances, I find the Petitioners cannot now 
question the settlements at this stage and since they are 
only temporary employees and since it is not shown before 
this Tribunal that the Respondent/Bank has got 
sanctioned posts for temporary employees to be 
absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot claim for 
reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent/Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, 1 find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dicated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corected abd pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 3 1 st January, 2077.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri N.V.Velusamy 

WW2 Sri V. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W2 

20-04-83 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 

W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

014)5-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

20-08-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of Respondent/ 
Bank to all Branches regarding identi¬ 
fication of messenger vacancies and filling 
them before 31 -3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do rnessengeriai Work. 

W9 

01-07-85 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Pinna’ur Branch. 

W10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondebnt/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

Wll 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W12 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W13 

064)3-9? 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W14 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W15 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars - J. 
Velmurugan. 

W16 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W17 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 


Sri G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date Description _ 

W18 Feb. 2.005 Xerox- copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for|the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. „• .. 

W19 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W20 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head office circular 

No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W2I 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. • 

W22 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time.general attendants. 


W23 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Otfice 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W24 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date v 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

94)1-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy 6f the settlement. 

M6 

094)6-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M3 

154)5-98 

Xerox, copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

MIO 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 


No. 1893/99. 


3855 GI/2007—22 
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W.OT. 2804.—affeilfiitti [qcfi^ affafaqr?, 1947 (1947 
^ I4)^^17^3T^RpT-4 > ^^t ^^ K 

^ ^ TT^T firq WT 3^ ^4^|<T c£ 

^ 3 fife alhalte 3 aMfw 

^ we 175/2004) ^ v°hR?m 

^ +K^K ^ 27-8-2007 ^ UFff *IT I 

[■£ 12012/555/1998-3Uf3TR(4t-I)] 

3T5P1 ^117, "t^r 3 #T^t4 
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S O. 2804. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 176/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/555/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri.K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 176/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGID No.273/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri K. Rajendran : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II PartyManagement 
State Bank of India, Region-1 

Trichirapalli 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the management : M/s K. S. Sundar, Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/555/98-IR (B-I) dated 26-04-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has 


taken the dispute on its file as CGID No. 273/99 and issued 
notices to both parties. Both sides entered appearance 
and filed their claim statement and Counter Statement 
respectively. After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum- 
Labour Court, the said dispute has been transferred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered 
it as I.D. No. 176/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

Whether the demand of the workman 
Shn K. Rajendran, wait list No. 299 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows * 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment Exchange 
for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State Bank of 
India and he was given appointment as messenger after an 
interview and medical examination. He was appointed on 
temporary basis at Kullanchavadi branch from 12-12-1984. 
The Petitioner was orally informed that his services were no 
more required. The non-employment of the Petitioner and 
others became subject matter before Supreme Court in the 
form of Writ Petition filed by State Bank Employees’ Union 
in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which was taken up by the 
Supreme Court. The Respondent/Bank, in addition to its 
counter, filed a copy of settlement under Section 18(1) 
reached between management of State Bank of India and 
All India State Bank of India Staff Federation and the 
settlement is with regard to absorption of Class IV temporary 
workmen who were denied employment after 1985-86 were 
classified in the settlement was under consideration once 
again and they classified the workmen under three 
categories namely A, B and C. Though the classification 
was unreasonable, the Respondent/Bank brought to the 
notice of the Petitioner about the interview to be held 
through advertisements. The Petitioner also submitted his 
application in the prescribed format through Branch 
Manager of the Kullanchavadi branch. He was called for 
an interview by a Committee appointed by Respondent/ 
Bank in this regard. But, they have not informed the result 
of interview and also with regard to appointment. But, 
the Petitioner was informed orally to join at the 
branch where he initially worked as a class IV employee. 
From 12-12-1984, the Petitioner has been working as a 
temporary messenger and some times performing work in 
other branches also. While working on temporary basis in 
Kullanchavadi branch, another advertisement by the 
Respondent/Bank was made regarding casual workers who 
were reported to be in service during the same period. 
While the Petitioner was working as such, the Manager of 
the branch informed the Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that 
his services are not required any more and he need not 
attend the office from 1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a 
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dispute with regard to his non-employment. Since the 
conciliation ended in failure, the matter was referred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication. Though reference was sent to 
this Tribunal, the reference framed did not satisfy the 
grievance of the Petitioner, he has made a fresh 
representation to Govt, to reconsider the reference and the 
Petitioner requested the Respondent/Bank to continue to 
engage him in service as obtained prior to 31-3-97 and to 
regularise him in service in due course. The Respondent/ 
Bank took up an unreasonable stand that the service and 
the number of days worked by Petitioner were treated as of 
no consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, 
it engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after 
the settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement 
by which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the respondent/Bank has been 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The wait list suffers serious infirmities and it is 
not based on strict seniority and without any rationale. 
Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant 
relief of regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all 
attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 


when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 299 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office,Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1 -7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31 -3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 299, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of hank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no juriadkikaii u> entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Tefifionsr was engaged. 
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It is also, not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list far the 
appointment of temporary' employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for ail these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent-Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondenl/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Rcspondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up tire vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that ai! the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bankoflndia Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and. not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-38 and 9-1-91. It is 
falseto allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 299 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary' messengers in the Respondent-Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary' messenger is justified?” 


[Part II— -Sec. 3(ii)] 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Pctitio..ars in the 
connected disputes were terminated wdthout any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
ai the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and lias been marked as Ex. MI. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
Issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
LD. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
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to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
contended tnat in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
QE INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Couit has held that Chapter V-A of the l.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only fof the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen, Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex. Ml and the averments of MW1 and 
MW2 arid their testimonies during the cross-examination 
w'ill clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of 1 last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of F.x.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines men tioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly 
prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In such 
circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with the eligible 
categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons who were 
engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should 
not be given permanent appointment in the bank service. 
Those casuals were given more beneficial treatment in the 
matter of arriving at qualifying service for interview and 
selection. But, temporary employees have not been informed 
about this amendment which includes casuals affecting their 
interest and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 
four types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex. Ml 0 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex, M10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non- 
inclusion except his bald statement, Further, according to 


MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW 1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequais. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex.MlO comprises 
of both messengerial and non-rnessengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after, due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released/published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is dear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait.list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
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them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment ofMWl. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M1 to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and M11 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. M1 to M5, Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 


of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that "the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and' 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
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length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “ In the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein 
the Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held 
that ‘'therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fdes, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that " settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as il'will be binding on all workmen 


of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 
the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469 NATIONALENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement . 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
refererice, ifpoints of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 







8114 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/ASVINA 7,1929 


again. ” It further held that “the Tribunal should look 
into the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading 
of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute 
instead of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” 
Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power to go 
into the question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated 
in service or not for which he relied on the rulings reported 
in 1998 LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. S AMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 

1 he Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court. 1 Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond -the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, 1 find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. RLV.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
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in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the.panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained "in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to' 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
th^.se decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fideon the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB 1C 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now comins to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary' employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
nas been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
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door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other; Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of-an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMAN.SIIU 
KUMAR V1DYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 


only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is pennitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer tor 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a tempurary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very ■ 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person 
who accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in 
nature is not aware of his employment. He accepts the 
employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in 
a position to bargain--not at arms length since he might 
have been searching for some employment so as to eke out 
his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that 
ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional'scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the lav/, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in tenns of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casuafwage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.’ 
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Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 39.5 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs, SURINDERKUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 
16 of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” 
Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE 
AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “only because an employee had worked for more 
than 240 days of service by that itself would not confer 
any legal right upon him to be regularised in service.” 
The Supreme Court also held that “the changes brought 
about by the subsequent decisions of this court probably 
having regard to the changes in the policy decisions of 
the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market economy, 
globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is evident, 
in view of the settled legal position, as noticed 
hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not .questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question, either 
the preparation of wait iist or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 


not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is. not shown before this Tribunal that the ’ 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, 1 find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

.20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly, 

(Dicated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by hrm, 
corected abd pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 31st January, 2077.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WWI Sri K. Rajendran 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW 1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08*88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W2 

204)4-88 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 

W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank'"to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

014)5-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex, W4. 

W5 

204)8-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

154)3-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

254)3-97 

Xerox copy ofthe circular of Respondent/ 
Bank to all Branches regarding 
identification of messenger vacancies 
and filling them beforeo1-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

02.12.87 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Manjakuppam Branch. 

W10 

10.08.88 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruppapuliyur Branch. 

Wll 

15.06.89 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kullanchavadi Branch. 

W12 

20.05.91 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruppapuliyur Branch. 

W13 

20.01.97 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Manjakuppam Branch. 

W14 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W15 

Nil 

Xerox copy of Reference book on Staff 
matters Vo!. Ill upto 31-12-95. 

W16 

1992-97 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Manjakuppam Branch. 

W17 

06.03.97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W18 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zona! office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W19 

064)3-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 


zonal office for interview of messenger 
posT—J. Velmurugan. 


Ex. No. Date Description 

W20 17-03-97 Xerox copy ofthe service particulars — 

.1. Velmurugan. 

W21 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising > 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W22 31 -03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 

W23 Feh.2005 Xerox copy of the pay siip of T. Sekar 

for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W24 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

. circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W25 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head office circular ' 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W26 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 

meeting. 

W27 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation tor 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W28 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W29 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respoiident/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-07-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 . Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 09-01-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 09-06-95 Xerox copy of the minutes ofconciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 28-05-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 15-05-98 Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 

No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. . 

M9 10-07-99 Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SEP No. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 

Module. 

Mil 25 1 0 99 Xewx w|/>- vrte other passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
v»> 
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New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O, 2805.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 174/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cuin- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No, L-12012/553/1998“IR(B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31 st January, 2007 
PRESENT 

Shri K, Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 174/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CG1D No, 271/99] 

(in the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri M. Rajamanickam : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant Genefa! Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s K.S.Sundar, Advocate 

AWARD 

I. T he Central Government Ministry' ofLabour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/553/9S-IR (B-I) dated 26-04-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
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the dispute on its file as CGID No.271/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
ID. No. 174/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows; 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri M. Rajamanickam, wait list No. 615 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank ot India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview arid medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Kallakuruchi branch from 
1982. The Petitioner was orally informed that his services 
were no more required. The non-employment of the 
Petitioner and others became subject matter before Supreme 
Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State Bank 
Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which was 
taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/Bank, in 
addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement under 
Section 18(1) reached between management of State Bank 
of India and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation 
and the settlement is with regard to absorption of Class IV 
temporary workmen who were denied employment after 
1985-86 were classified in the settlement was under 
consideration once again and they classified the workmen 
under three categories namely A, B and C. Though the 
classification was unreasonable, the RespondenTBank 
brought to the notice of the Petitioner about the interview 
to be held through advertisements. The Petitioner also 
submitted his application in the prescribed format through 
Branch Manager of the Kallakuruchi branch. He was called 
for an interview by a Committee appointed by Respondent/ 
Bank in this regard. But, they have not informed the result 
of interview and also with regard to appointment. But, the 
Petitioner was informed orally to join at the branch where 
he initially worked as a class IV employee. From 1982, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Kallakuruchi branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31 -3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1-4-97. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his 
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non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 

25H of the l.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
h im to work under assumed name or by both wh ich amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absoqrtion does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18 ( 3 ) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in live settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 615 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, and 
C. Considering their temporary service and subject to other 
eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employeeswho were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of j> 6 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31 -3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid tempotary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 tempotary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 615, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea ; 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity ot 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6 . Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary' to the rights 
ol the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(0 whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 615 for restoring the wait fist of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) ‘‘To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8 . In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in "the bank after 
j 1-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regardTs redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the RespondenfrManagement. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued bv the 
Respondent/Bank to the elfect that temporary employees 
at bi unch es, off ices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence- the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise ai all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-Aof the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time ,in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MW1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—-first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption ot casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have 
not been informed about this amendment which includes 
casuals affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per 
instructions in Ex.W2 four types of waiting lists have to be' 
prepared. But the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have 
prepared only one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in 
this case. Those candidates under Ex. M10 were found 
suitable for appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even 
MW 1 is unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.MlO was 
prepared, but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared 
based on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27;10-88 and 9-4-91 
which are marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, 
when MW1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed 
that settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as frer 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex.MlO comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorptjon. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely waitlist is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released/published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. M1 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time ot initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the l.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
to employ workmen as 'badlies casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal, " Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list uYider Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has hot acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fai Is to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective pane! and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of M Wl. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M1 to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras inWMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P.No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5, Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have' 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
dearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
letrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
foi the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
piovisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material tacts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
die rulings reported in 19911LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein 
the Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held 
that “therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
■ course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 
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the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
wav nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govternment may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also bne 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitionei s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB 1C 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties,” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also 
argued that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd, case reported in 
AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the 
Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters 
also and the order of reference should not be construed in 
the manner which would prolong the industrial 
adjudication. The Labour Court is expected to decide the 
real nature of disputes between the parties and with that 
object in view, it should consider the order of reference in 
a fair and reasonable manner, though the order of reference 
is not happily framed nor was it framed to the high 
expectation of the Labour Court.” Relying on all these 
decisions, the representative for the Petitioner argued that 
though in the reference, it is not mentioned that whether 
the retrenchment is valid or not, from the pleadings it is 
clear that the Petitioners have been retrenched from the 
Respondent/Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look 
into the pleadings of the Petitioners and can decide whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled to the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side of the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 

representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go' into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. ' 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy. In that case, pruning of select 
list on reduction in number of vacancies w'as made in view 
of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff and a 
policy decision has been taken to reduce the number of 
vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are ofthe opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in' the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
fNDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel tor the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry ofthe 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary' employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 

(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, jt cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable,” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC I ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
'■"t-only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
enq. yer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has showm anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC I SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees w'hose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoe employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person 
who accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in 
nature is not aware of his employment. He accepts the 
employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in 
a position to bargain—not at arms length since he might 
have been searching for some employment so as to eke out 
his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that 
ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not r ermissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper-competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATI ONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJA'~ ,K 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has hud that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law. ” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, 1 find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 


stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
' temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 

for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dicated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, corected 
abd pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 
31st January, 2077.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WWI Sri M. Rajamanickam 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 SriC. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date • Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in. 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. Date 
W3 24-04-91 

W4 01-05-91 
W5 20-08-91 

W6 15-03-97 

W7 25-03-97 

W8 Nil 

W9 08-02-83 
W10 Nil 
Wll 21-11-95 
W12 Nil 
W13 Nil 

W14 Nil 
W15 06-03-97 

W16 0603-97 

W17 0603-97 

W18 17-03-97 

W19 2603-97 


Description 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kallakurichi Branch. 

Xerox'copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kallakurichi Branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kallakurichi Branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kallakurichi Branch. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

Xerox copy of Vol. Ill of Reference book 
on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Maduri 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the service particulars— 
J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W20 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W21 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W22 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W23 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W24 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

W25 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W26 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W27 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of.the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

.15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No, 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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M 27 3TW, 2007 

^T.STT. 2806.—3tt^t^cTI^33f#PTE, 1947 (1947 
3TT 14) ^ *JRT 17 3I^pj| t[ ; U<cbK FEZ ^fsFT 3TT 

3?ft t44>kT ^ 
E 3MftFE1%^ -q cfr#q TR^E sfllfer 
3^feTT, ^ M (tM WIT 173/2004) ^\ M^lfVIcI 
^cfr t, FRTR ^ 27-8-2007 ^ 3TRT 1|3TT Sfl | 

[U Tt^T- 1201 2/545/1998-3TTf3TR( ^t-I) ] 
3T5PT <pTR, 3Tf?4^7Tft 
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2806.-—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 173/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/545/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 173/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGIDNo. 270/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri G.Murugaian : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : SriV. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s K. S. Sundar, Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry p Labour vide 
Order No. L-12012/545/98-IR (B-I) dated 26-04-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Courthas taken 


. the dispute on its file as CGID No. 270/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D.No. 173/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri G. Murugaian wait list No. 380 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Villupuram Main branch 
from 10-12-1981. The Petitioner was orally informed that 
his services were no more required. The non-employment 
of the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were c lassified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Villupuram Main branch. He was called for an interview by 
a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 10-12-1981, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Villupuram Main branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1-4-97. 
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Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his 
non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporaly workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice, The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant re lief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87, 16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In tenns thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 380 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary' 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary' messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in tenns of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary' 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, and 
C. Considering their temporary' service and subject to other 
eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary' service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category', (C) the temporary' employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary' service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary' service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment, The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary' retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary' 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary' 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 380, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner, The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 

It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 

It is also not correct-to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons -like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 380 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and'they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and eirculars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary*employees 
at branches/offtces are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & 1C 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofV the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex. Ml and the averments of MW 1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8, Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the el igible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual, 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have not 
been informed about this amendment which includes casuals 
affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per instructions 
in Ex. W2 four types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only 
one wait list for each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. 
Those candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
uriable to say as to when the wait list Ex. M10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex. MI, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW I wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary, 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India. ’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequais. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition ofMWl wait list under Ex. Ml 0 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex. M10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs, RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. " Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance-with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority-over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the iaw and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it, Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex, M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the. mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D, Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer ' cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that cali letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the coarse of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein 
the Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held 
that "therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fdes, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that "settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
ID. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 


settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. " He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that "settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. " Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number gi ven for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers ii the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery> 
again. ’’ It further held that “the Tribunal should look 
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into the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading 
of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute 
instead of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” 
Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power to go 
into the question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated 
in service or not for which he relied on the rulings reported 
in 1998 LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that ‘ ‘the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him.. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope, of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for tlie Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy. In that case, pruning of select 
list on reduction in number of vacancies was made in view 
of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff and a 
policy decision has been taken to reduce the number of 
vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a' 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of thfe panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the waitdist and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC I ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR V1DYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajas'than High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person 
who accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in 
nature is noTaware of his employment. He accepts the 
employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in 
a position to bargain—not at arms length since he might 
have been searching for some employment so as to eke ou; 
his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that 
ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in tenns of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation ofwait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, rt cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporaiy employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal thpt the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dicated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corected 
abd pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 
31st January, 2077.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri G.Murugaian 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 06.04.82 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuratn Branch. 

W10 03,05.84 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Villupuratn Branch. 

Wll Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by respondebnt/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W12 Nil Xerox copy of Vol. Ill ofReference book 

on Staaffmatters upto 31-12-95. 

W13 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Mural ikannan. 

WI4 06-03-97 Xerox copy ofthe call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj, 

W15 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Maduri 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W16 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars - 

J. Velmurugan. 

W17 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date Description 

W18 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 

W19 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W21 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head office circular 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 

meeting. 

W23 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W24 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W25 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-07-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 9-01-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 09-06-95 Xerox copy ofthe minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 28-05-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 15-05-98 Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 

No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 10-07-99 Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 

Module. 

Ml 1 25-10-99 Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 

No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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3R3RI c^MK, 3Tf^'+)l(l 

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2807. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 172/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/532/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 172/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CG1D No. 266/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri M. Puthupattan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s K.S. Sundar, Advocate. 

AWARD 

I. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/532/98-IR (B-I) dated 26-04-! 999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGIDNo. 266/99 and issued notices 


to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
ID. No. 172/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri M. Puthupattan, wait list No. 596 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Auroville International 
Township branch from 1984. The Petitioner was orally 
informed that his services were no more required. The non¬ 
employment of the Petitioner and others became subject- 
matter before Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition 
filed by State Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 
542/87 which was taken up by the Supreme Court. The 
Respondent/Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy 
of settlement under Section 18(1) reached between 
management of State Bank of India and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation and the settlement is with 
regard to absorption of Class IV temporary workmen who 
were denied employment after 1985-86 were classified in 
the settlement was under consideration once again and 
they classified the workmen under three categories namely 
A, B and C. Though the classification was unreasonable, 
the Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Auroville 
Internationa! Township branch. He was called for an 
interview by a Committee appointed by RespondenLBank 
in this regard. But, they have not informed the result of 
interview and also with regard to appointment. But, the 
Petitioner was informed orally to join at the branch where 
he initially worked as a class IV employee. From 1984, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some times performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Auroville International 
Township branch, another advertisement by the 
Respondent/Bank was made regarding casual workers who 
were reported to be in service during the same period. 
While the Petitioner was working as such, the Manager of 
the branch informed the Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that 
his services are not required any more and he need not 
attend the office from 1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a 
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dispute with regard to his non-employment. Since the 
conciliation ended in failure, the matter was referred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication. Though reference was sent to this 
Tribunal, the reference framed did not satisfy the grievance 
of the Petitioner, he has made a fresh representation to Govt, 
to reconsider the reference and the Petitioner requested the 
Respondent/Bank to continue to engage him in service as 
obtained prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in 
due course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since according 
to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the Petitioner only in 
temporary services after the settlement. The Petitioner was 
not aware of settlement by which his services and number of 
days worked by him after interview do not merit 
consideration. The Petitioner was not a party to the settlement 
mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before the conciliation 
officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action in not absorbing 
him in regular service is unjust and illegal. Further, the 
settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. 
Act. The termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions 
of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the respondent/Bank has been 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. to 
the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The wait list suffers serious infirmities and it is not 
based on strict seniority and without any rationale. Hence, 
for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant relief of 
regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all attendant 
benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular qppointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87, 16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 596 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of652 waitlisted temporaiy employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot tum 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, and 
C. Considering their temporary service and subject to other 
eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 596, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1 -91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 596 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. I: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed ii before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable.right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
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to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. $. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly off the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore,, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex. Ml and the averments of MWI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to.the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause I of Ex. MI deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, 
farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for 
absorption along with the other eligible categories of 
temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging casuals 
to do messengerial work is in contravention of the guidelines 
mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which 
is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage 
basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited 
as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, 
the absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories 
is not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged 
by the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be 
given permanent appointment in the bank service. Those 
casuals were given more beneficial treatment in the matter 
of arriving at qualifying service for interview and selection. 
But, temporary employees have not been informed about 
this amendment which includes casuals affecting their 
interest and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex. W2 
four types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based 
on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW 1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 


inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MWI wait list under Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is , 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement whiie the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWI and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wi iggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 

It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MWI wait list under Ex.MlO comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengeria! candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. M1 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the ye^r 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
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engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the l.D. Act, 1947. 
Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
"to employ workmen as 'badlies \ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. " Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since s the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M1 to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMF No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 


and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of l.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
rrjiade by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
ojf the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
ip this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
\^ere not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
rfegular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
tieir engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
Accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the l.D. Act, in lieu of th6 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
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the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911 LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered intD a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that "in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority uni on from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fdes, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 


extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 
the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR2000 
SC469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that " settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or evert corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. " Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that "mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on meritf and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
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workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
the pleading and Find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also 
argued that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. ease reported in 
AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the 
Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters 
also and the order of reference should not be construed in 
the manner which would prolong the industrial 
adjudication. The Labour Court is expected to decide the 
real nature of disputes between the parties and with that 
object in view, it should consider the order of reference in 
a fair and reasonable manner, though the order of reference 
is not happily framed nor was it framed to the high 
expectation of the Labour Court.” Relying on all these 
decisions, the representative for the Petitioner argued that 
though in the reference, it is not mentioned that whether 
the retrenchment is valid or not, from the pleadings it is 
clear that the Petitioners have been retrenched from the 
Respondent/Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look 
into the pleadings of the Petitioners and can decide whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled to the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side of the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 

13. 1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V. V1JEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 


held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy. In that case, pruning of select 
list on reduction in number of vacancies was made inwiew 
of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff and a 
policy decision has been taken to reduce the number of 
vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inelusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right ta 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
tiie Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coining to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
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for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of .and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question ofregularisingthe incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularisedhem 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR V1DYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages’. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 


such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court iha's held that “Under 
Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of ‘ last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15 . Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent dec ision reported in 20064 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that ** it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to Cke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating anothermode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 




8146 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/ASVINA7,1929 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 
16 of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” 
Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE 
AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “only because an employee had worked for more 
than 240 days of service by that itself would not confer 
any legal right upon him to be regularised in service.” 
The Supreme Court also held that “the changes brought 
about by the subsequent decisions of this court probably 
having regard to the changes in the policy decisions of 
the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market economy, 
globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is evident, 
in view of the settled legal position, as noticed 
hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel for 
the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner has not 
been appointed for regular post nor has he been appointed 
in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the Petitioner is not 
entitled to claim regularisation of his service. Further, when 
they have not been questioned the five settlements entered 
into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since 
they have not questioned the wait list prepared by the 
Respondent/Bank, they are not entitled to dispute the same 
and they are estopped from doing so. Further, their prayer 
before the labour authorities was only to restore the wait list 
and also for appointment thereon as temporary messenger 
as per wait list. Under such circumstances, after expiry of the 
period mentioned in the settlements which were 
subsequently amended by settlements, the Petitioners 
cannot now question either the preparation of wait list or 
number allotted to them. Under such circumstances, it cannot 
be questioned by the Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 


not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide., misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights for 
regularisation, merely because they have completed 240 days 
of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar months and 
the Supreme Court has also held that each case must be 
considered on its own merit and the changes brought about 
by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme Court probably 
having regard to the changes in the policy decisions of the 
Government in the wake of prevailing market economy, 
globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is evident, 1 find 
the Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation or 
reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as alleged by him. 
Therefore, I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, 1 find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dicated to the P.A., transcribd and tuped by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open cpurt on this 
day the 31st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WWI Sri M. Puthu Pattan 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW I Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

WI 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. MI. 




Ex.No. Date Description 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zona I 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 

Respondent/Bank to ail Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengeria! work. 

W9 25-08-88 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Auroville International 
Township Branch. 

W10 22-08-91 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Auroville International 
Township Branch. 

Wt 1 26-04-94 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Auroville International 
Township Branch. 

W12 Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W13 Nil Xerox copy of Vol. Ill of Reference book 

on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W14 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W15 06-03-97 Xeroxcopy of the cal I letter from Madurai 

zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W16 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Maduri 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Veimurugan. 

W17 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars- 

J. Veimurugan. 


Ex. No. Date Description 

W18 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W19 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 

W20 ' Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W21 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the pane! of wait list. 

W22 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head office circular 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W23 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 

meeting. 

W24 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India Stale 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W25 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W26 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-07-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 9-01 -91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 09-06-95 Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 28-05-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 15-05-98 Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 

No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 10-07-99 Xerox copy ofthe order of Supreme Court 
inSLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 

Module. 

Mil 25-10-99 Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 


3855 GI/2007—27 
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[Ef. T^-12012/574/1998-^3TR(^t-I)] 
^^*4 cj/HK, -S^b 

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2808.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 165/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bankof India and theirworkmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/5 74/1998-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman,Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 165/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGIDNo. 234/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri M. Natesan 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, 

State Bank oflndia. Region -1 
Trichirapalii 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner ; Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : Mr. F. B. Benjamin George, 
Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-l 2012/574/98-IR (B-l) dated 26-03-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 234/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and counter statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGlT-cum*Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D.No. 165/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri M: Natesan, wait list No. 409 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in. the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange forthe post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank oflndia and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Karur branch from 1978. 
The Petitioner was orally informed that his services were 
no more required. The non-employment of the Petitioner 
and others became subject matter before Supreme Court in 
the form of Writ Petition filed by State Bank Employees’ 
Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which was taken up by 
the Supreme Court. The Respondent/Bank, in addition to 
its counter, filed a copy of settlement under Section 18(i)‘ 
reached between management of State Bank of India and 
All India State Bank of India Staff Federation and the 
settlement is with regard to absorption of Class IV temporary 
workmen who were denied employment after 1985-86 were 
classified in the settlement was under consideration once 
again and they classified the workmen under three 
categories namely A, B and C. Though the classification 
was unreasonable, the Respondent/Bank brought to the 
notice of the Petitioner about the interview to be held 
through advertisements. The Petitioner also submitted his 
application in the prescribed format through Branch 
Manager of the Karur branch. He was called for an interview 
by a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this 
regard. But, they have not informed the result of interview 
and also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner 
was informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 1978 the Petitioner 
has been working as a temporary messenger and some 
times performing work in other branches also. While 
working on.temprorary basis in Karur branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed 
the Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office 
from 1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with 
regard to his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended 


: I Party/Petitioner 
: II Party/Management 
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in failure, the matter was referred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, 
the reference framed did not satisfy the grievance of the 
Petitioner, he has made a fresh representation to Govt, to 
reconsider the reference and the Petitioner requested the 
Respondent/Bank to continue to engage him in service as 
obtained prior to 31 -3-97 and to regularise him in service in 
due course. The Respondent/Bank took up an 
unreasonable stand that the service and the number of 
days worked by Petitioner were treated as of no 
consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, it 
engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after the 
settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by 
which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent's action in not absorbing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the l.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the respondenl/Bank has been 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The wait list suffers serious infirmities and it is 
not based on strict seniority and without any rationale. 
Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant 
relief of regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all 
attendant henefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their ease was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87, 16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-9! and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 409 in waitlist 
of Zona! Office,Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary- 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process, in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait 1 ist 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that ail the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 409, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tan'iii Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not corect U'- -ay ih- , .v. a*., eo s aau .deadly of 
Petitioner was verified before ilu. > uoner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say V. 1 m *V-h :..c- was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 3 1-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there' is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate-and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in tilling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been ai bitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1 -91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary' to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand ofthe Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 409 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?’’ 


(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1 : 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
.contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
ofthe relevant guidelines/circulars ofthe Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights ofthe workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption- of 
temporary' employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit ofthe Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
, settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have, raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf ofthe Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondenr/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
woiking for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A ofthe 
i.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
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Petitioners.who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the l.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W 8 as well 
as Ex. M 8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.M 1 and the averments of MW 1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of‘last coine—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 1 
is illegal. Clause i (a) of Ex.Ml provides an opportunity to 
persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed to 
work in leavc/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex.W 8 . Further^ the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. arc strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temp ora 17 employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.M 10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.Ml 0 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW I has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but lie has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 


inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2.-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit,'in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement .since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex.M 10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengeria! candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case ofcasuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in The Hindu dated ! - 8 - 88 . Furthermore, wait list 
under Ex.M 10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. M1 
wqs not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
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engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
"to employ workmen as ‘badlies \ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object oj depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. " Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW I. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional .Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in* W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner, Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme, in the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
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and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent-Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of l.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 if LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONA! BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘a dually worked under the employer' cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under tire provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
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the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 I LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 11B9 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary> law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that " there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) oj the 
I D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
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extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 
the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, 'll must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that " settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute (hat the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer m ust be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

1 I. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait, list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf ofthe Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs.. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
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workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It farther held that “the Tribunal should look into 
the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAGNATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
ol reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. 1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the-Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.V1 JEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 


held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory'.” He farther relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said pane! for permanent 
absorption in the services of the. bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end wdth the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He farther relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB 1C 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA S'lNGH AND 
OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that "now 
coming to the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary 
employees who have continued for more than a year should 
be regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year * 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
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for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations, The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts ,and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but ajudicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question ofconfirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still born baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. These called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity .” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 H1MANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 


such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily, wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan 'High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more* days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right ” 
Further, it has also held that “it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms ol the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 
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process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 


not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances,’ I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to-the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Governmnet in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2; 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K, JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri M. Natesan 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW I Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

WI 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 

Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 Nil Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Karur Branch. 

W10 21-10-80 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Karur Branch. 

Wll Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W12 Nil Xerox copy of Vol. Ill of Reference book 

on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 


Ex.No. Date Description 

W19 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W21 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 

No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 

meeting. 

W23 09-07-92 Xerox copy of thesettlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W24 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W25 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-07-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 9-01-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 


W13 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Maduri zonal office for interview of 
messenger post —V. Muralikannan. 

W14 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the. call letter from 

Madurai zonal office For interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

W15 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

WI6 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars — 

J. Velmurugan. 

W17 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection ofparttime Menial—G. Pandi. 

W18 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to . 

Sri G. Pandi. 


M5 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 09-06-95 Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 28-05-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 15-05-98 Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 

No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 10-07-99 Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 

Module. 

Ml I 25-10-99 XerOiCCO^v o* T.c order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 an i 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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27 3TTRT, 2007 

■^T.3JT, 2809. -afltilRlch felK arfqlwr, 1947 (1947 

14) WT 17 ^ 3T^^<U| ^f ( y<cbK ^ 37T4T 
ifen ^ ^ RTO fTTR^rf 3?fc TvH^kT ^ 

3 -cFl^to RRcfTR 3Mfw 
3jfaTrPT^ (TTUfTOII 164/2004) ^ ^4) 1 ^ I d 

^Tefi t, "5n eh^1«4 RR=FR ^rf 27-8-2007 THAT ^34T ?1T \ 

[7T. T^I-12012/525/1998-3Hf3TR(^t-I)] 
3RT l^TR, 3#™t 

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 - 

S.O. 2809. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 164/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007, 

[No. L-12012/525/1998-IR (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31 st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 164/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CG1D No.226/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri K. Easwaran : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 
State Bank of India, Region -1, Z.O., 

Trichirapalli 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s. K.Veeramani, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry 0 f Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/525/98-IR (B-I) dated 19-03-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 


Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CG1D No. 226/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 164/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri K. Easwaran , wait list No. 296 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows :— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staffinClass IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporaiy basis at Periyakulam branch from 
18-11-1981. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Periyakulam branch . He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 18-11-1981 the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temprorary basis in Periyakulam branch , another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
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1 - 4 - 97 . Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was, not aware of settlement by which'his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the RespondentVBank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s 
action in not absorbing hirn in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 
25G&25H of the I.D. Act. The termination ofthe Petitioner 
is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87, 16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 296 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Madurai. So far 219 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 492 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of492 wait listed candidates, 219 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 296, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After, the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs, 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, w'herein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in Accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No, 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 296 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. I: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the'Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. MI. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the' Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in. a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 

• I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 





8161 


TO TTTO : 29, 2007/3TTfcn 7, 1929 


contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofrthe benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment* is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of M W1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of Mast come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment.in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection-. But, temporary employees have 
not been informed about this amendment which includes 
casuals affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per 
instructions in Ex.W2 four types of waiting lists have to be 
prepared. But the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have 
prepared only one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 
in this case. Those candidates under Ex.M 10 were found 
suitable for appointment as messengers and sweepers. 
Even MW 1 is unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 
was prepared, but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was 
prepared based on the settlement dated 17-11 -87, 27-10-88 
and 9-1-91 which are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 
respectively. But, when MW1 has spoken about the 
settlements, he deposed that settlement dated 27-10-88 was 
not included in the Madras circle since the High Court 
order is there, but he has not produced any document in 
support of the so called non-inclusion except his bald 
statement. Further, according to MW1 wait list under 


Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but there is no pleading in 
the Counter Statement with regard to this wait list. Further 
the Hon’ble High Court has held in its order dated 23-7-99 
in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is marked as an exhibit, in 
which it is stated that ‘it is clear that the 1987 settlement 
was concerned with the temporary class IV employees who 
were paid scale wages as per Bipartite Settlement while the 
1988 settlement dealt with daily wager in Class IV category 
who were paid wages daily on mutual agreement basis. In 
such circumstances, as rightly contended the Respondent 
are not justified and combined the list of candidates covered 
under 1987 settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed 
two distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat 
one class and their action undoubtedly amounts to 
violation of Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, 
the averment of MW1 and the statements in Counter 
Statement are contrary to the above and it is nothing but a 
desperate attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or 
perpetrated by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals 
with unequals. It is further contended on behalf of the 
Petitioner that as per deposition of MW 1 wait list under 
Ex.MlO comprises of both messengerial and non- 
messengerial candidates. While the temporary employees 
were appointed after due process of selection and were 
paid wages on the basis of industrywise settlement, it is 
not so in the case of casuals. Therefore, both belongs to 
two different and distinct categories. But, Ex. M3 provides 
for the,same norms to the casuals as in the case of temporary'’ 
employees in the matter of absorption. Therefore, it is violative 
of Articles 14 & 16 of Constitution of India. Therefore, the 
Petitioner contended that preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait 
list is not in conformity with the instructions of Ex.M2 and 
non-preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per instructions 
in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected vacancies for the period 
from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, no wait list was released / 
published even after the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 
W.P. No. 7872/91 directing the Respondent/Bank to release 
the list of successful candidates pursuant to the first 
advertisement published in ‘The Hindu 1 dated 1-8-88. 
Furthermore, wait list*under Ex.MlO does not carry 
particulars about the candidates, date of initial appointment 
and the number of days put in by them to arrive at their 
respective seniority. From all these things, it is clear that 
Ex. M 10 has been prepared in violation of instructions 
and ceased to have the credibility attached to the wait list. 
Above all, Ex. Ml was not produced at the time of 
conciliation proceedings held during the year 1997-98 held 
at Chennai and Madurai and only during the year 2003 the 
Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. M10 before 
this Tribunal marking it as a confidential document. It is 
further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these petitioners 
were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not been told at 
the time of initial appointment that their appointment was 
•in leave vacancy. Further, even before or after the settlement 
on absorption of temporary employees, the expression that 
they were engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device 
to take them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. 
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Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/ 
Bank is continuous and though the Petitioner has performed 
the duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
"to employ workmen as 'badliescasuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. " Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. Ml 0 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras inWMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. MI to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also retied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. M ANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not. maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 





[ < qFTH-T^3(^] 


: 1^47 29, 2007/3Hf^T7,' 1929 


was positioned down in the seniority. 1 he Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and tiierefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 ILLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of I I workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that " there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or. even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course.of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD.'Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 
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the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. " He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable.” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they (mve entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand ot the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter oftenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM J1LLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording ofreference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further he 1^ that “the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB 1C 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein 
the Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.’ Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. 1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, 1 find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time ofwait.list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V.V1JEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
he id that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
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in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to theif 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said pane! for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The ciaim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court lias held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARASINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we End it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one vear 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was lie appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still born baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity ” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR V1DYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR 
AND ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they 
are temporary employees working on daily wages. Under 
these circumstances, their disengagement from service 
cannot be construed to be a retrenchment under the ED. 
Act. The concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be 
stretched to such an extent as to cover these employees. 
Since they are only daily wage employees and have no 


right to the posts, their disengagement is not arbitrary.” 
He further relied on the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ 
(Supp.) 754 wherein the Rajasthan, High Court, hap held 
that “Under Section 25G of the ED.Act retrenchment 
procedure following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not 
mandatory but only directory, on sufficient grounds 
shown, the employer is permitted to depart from the said 
principle retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” 
Though in this case, the Petitioner has alleged that his 
juniors have been made permanent in banking service, he 
has not established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to thg Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARN ATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rifles. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merelv on x 0? at.cu continuance, if 

the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisag' d by relevant ailes.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
V s. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution df India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 
16 of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” 
Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE 
AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “only because an employee had worked for more 
than 240 days of service by that itself would not confer 
any legal right upon him to be regularised in service.” 
The Supreme Court also held that “the changes brought 
about by the subsequent decisions of this court probably 
having regard to the changes in the policy decisions of 
the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market economy, 
globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is evident, 
in view of the seltled legal position, as noticed 
hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list .or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though-in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not aiieged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 


of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
Number Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri K. Easwaran 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 SriC. Mariappari 
MW2 Sri M. Peruma! 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

WI 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex, ML 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 





TO^WrW:-fe^29, 2007/^5^7,1929 


8167 


Description 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 04-03-89 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Periyakulam Branch. 

WI0 18-06-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Periyakulam Branch. 

Wll Nil Xerox Copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W12 Nil Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 

book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W13 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W14 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W15 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W16 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars — 

J. Velmurugan. 

WI7 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W18 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W19 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

,r W21 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

W23 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W24 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W25 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 


circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 


For the Respondent/Management:— 
Ex. No. Date Description 


MI 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court ofOrissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No'. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 


No. 1893/99. 


Ex. No. Date 
W3 24-04-91 

W4 01-05-91 
W5 20-08-91 

W6 15-03-97 
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2810,-33Wlfilfcb 1%-cr^ SrfrifHqJ-i, 1947 ( 1947 

14 ) '9?f 17 ^ 31^RaT ch-sQ'H 4K<4>K T&Z ^ SlfqT 

^ ^ sfh: ^ 

3Ff«Pf "ft* Ifife 3-fhiYpTTi' TFt^R afterffe 

■3lf?TR u !, ^ YTTci (‘FT*} TRsRI 163/2004) TT^FilfyId 

^PCcf! t, ^ 27-8-2007 WRT f37T «U I 

[tf. T^I-12012/526/1998-3TT|3TR(^t-I)] 
3T5T4 cfrRR, ^^7 3TfTO7t 
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2810. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 163/ 
2004) ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/526/1998-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31 st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 163/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGIDNo. 225/99] 

(In the matter ofthe dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri K. Navamani ; I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapallr 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : M/s. K.S. Sundar, Advocates 

AWARD 

I. The Central Government, Ministry ofLabour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/526/98-IR (B-I) dated 19-03-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGIDNo. 225/99 and issued notices 


to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 163/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri K. Navamani, wait list No. 258 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations ofthe Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he w'as given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Pondicheny Main branch 
from 1982. The Petitioner w'as orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Pondicherry Main branch. He was called for an interview 
by a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this 
regard. But, they have not informed the result of interview 
and also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner 
was informed orally to join^at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 1982, the Petitioner 
has been working as a temporary messenger and some 
times performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Jipmer branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in service 
during the same period, While the Petitioner was working as 
such, the Manager ofthe branch informed the Petitioner orally 
on 31-3-97 that his services are not required any more and he 
need not attend the office from 1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner 
raised a dispute with regard to his non-employment. Since 
the conciliation ended in failure, the matter was referred to 
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this Tribunal for adjudication. Though reference was sent 
to this Tribunal, the reference framed did not satisfy the 
grievance of the Petitioner, he has made a fresh 
representation to Govt, to reconsider the reference and the 
Petitioner requested the Respondent/Bank to continue to 
engage him in service as obtained prior to 31-3-97 and to 
regularise him in service in due course. The Respondent/ 
Bank took up an unreasonable stand that the service and 
the number of days worked by Petitioner were treated as 
of no consequence, since according to the Respondent/ 
Bank, it engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services 
after the settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of 
settlement by which his services and number of days 
worked by him after interview do not merit consideration. 
The Petitioner was not a party to the settlement mentioned 
by the Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. 
Therefore, the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him 
in regular service is unjust and illegal. Further, the 
settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the 
l.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is against the 
provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. Even though 
the settlement speaks about three categories only a single 
wait list has been prepared and the respondent/Bank has 
been regularising according to their whims and fancies. 
The Respondent/Bank has also not ohserved the 
instructions regarding grant of increments, leave, medical 
benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which amounts to 
violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted 
the same work either by payment of petty cash or by 
directing him to work under assumed name or by both 
which amounts to unfair labour practice. The wait list 
suffers serious infirmities and it is not based on strict 
seniority and without any rationale. Hence, for all these 
reasons the Petitioner prays to grant relief of regular 
employment in Respondent/Bank with all attendant 
benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is. estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 258 in waitlist 
of Zona! Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of652 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as- per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, and 
C. Considering their temporary service and subject to other 
eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94, The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 258, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitions was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment ofdaily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive.The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1 -91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary' to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 258 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this,case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1*987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary' employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M 1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in.any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-1 I -1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right-for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
l.D; Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly off the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MW1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking hi^future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. "Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come—last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, far ashes, cash coolies, water boy^s weepers 
etc. for absoiption along with the other eligible'categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absoiption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have 
not been informed about this amendment which includes 
casuals affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 four types of waiting lists have to be 
prepared. But the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have 
prepared only one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 
in this case. Those candidates under Ex.M 10 were found 
suitable for appointment as messengers and sweepers. 
Even MW 1 is unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 
was prepared, but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was 
prepared based on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 
and 9-1-91 which are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 
respectively. But, when MW1 has spoken about the 
settlements, he deposed that settlement dated 27-10-88 was 
not included in the Madras circle since the High Court 
order is there, but he has not produced any document in 
support of the so called non-inclusion except his bald 
statement. Further, according to MW1 wait list under 


Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but there is no pleading in 
the Counter Statement with regard to this wait list. Further 
the Hon’ble High Court has held in its order dated 23-7-99 
in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is marked as an exhibit, in 
which it is stated that ‘it is clear that the 1987 settlement 
was concerned with the temporary class IV employees who 
were paid scale wages as per Bipartite Settlement while the 
1988 settlement dealt with daily wager in Class IV category 
who were paid wages daily on mutual agreement basis. In 
such circumstances, as rightly contended the Respondent 
are not justified and combined the list of candidates covered 
under 1987 settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed 
two distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat 
one class and their action undoubtedly amounts to 
violation of Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, 
the averment of MW1 and the statements in Counter 
Statement are contrary to the above and it is nothing but a 
desperate attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or 
perpetrated by the Respondent/Bank by combining equals 
with unequals. It is further contended on behalf of the 
Petitioner that as per deposition of MW1 wait list under 
Ex.M 10 comprises of both messengerial and non- 
messengerial candidates. While the temporary employees 
were appointed after due process of selection and were 
paid wages on the basis of industrywise settlement, it is 
not so in the case of casuals. Therefore, both belongs to 
two different and distinct categories. But, Ex. M3 provides 
for the same norms to the casuals as in the case of temporary 
employees in the matter of absorption. Therefore, it is violative 
of Articles 14 & 16 of Constitution oflndia. Therefore, the 
Petitioner contended that preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait 
list is not in conformity with the instructions of Ex.M2 and 
non-preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per instructions 
in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected vacancies for the period 
from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, no wait list was released / 
published even after the Court order in WMPNo, 11932/91 
W.P. No. 7872/91 directing the Respondent/Bank to release 
the list of successful candidates pursuant to the first 
advertisement published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. 
Furthermore, wait list under Ex.M 10 does not carry 
particulars about the candidates, date of initial appointment 
and. the number of days put in by them to arrive at their 
respective seniority. From all these things, it is clear that 
Ex. M’ 10 has been prepared in violation of instructions 
and ceased to have the credibility attached to the wait list. 
Above all, Ex. Ml was not produced at the time of 
conciliation proceedings held during the year 1997-98 held 
at Chennai and Madurai and only during the year 2003 the 
Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. M10 before 
this Tribunal marking it as a confidential document. It is 
further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these petitioners 
were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not been told at 
the time of initial appointment that their appointment was 
in leave vacancy. Further, even before or after the settlement 
on absoiption of temporary employees, the expression that 
they were engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device 
to take them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. 
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Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/ 
Bank is continuous and though the Petitioner has performed 
the duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies \ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. " Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. Ml 0 w'hich 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW I. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank w'hich says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25. and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “ the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed, In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorptibn does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. “ Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LU 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
"therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 


the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable, or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. " He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469NATIONALENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. " Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in ti e establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govememnt 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behaifofthe Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenabi lity of a referenc i and he re! ied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, ifpoints of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording bf reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that * ‘the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is ' 
without any substance. 

13. 1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that.he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. V1JEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy. In that case, pruning of select 
list on reduction in number of vacancies was made in view 
of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff and a 
policy decision has been taken to reduce the number of 
vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on ail these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. P1ARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations, The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC I ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entiy itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still born baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI &ORS. Vs. STATEOF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working.on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the l.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the l.D. Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “itis not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain-not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that.ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is interms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary' employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
pennanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post.* Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
reliefthe Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri K. Navamani 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 SriC. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W! 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 


W3 

244)4-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

01-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

20-08-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to ail Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

01-09-88 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Pondicherry Branch. 

W10 

12-07-89 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Jipmer Branch. 

Wll 

23-06-92 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Jipmer Branch. 

W12 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W13 

Nil 

Xerox copy of Vol. Ill of Reference book 
on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W14 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W15 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W16 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W17 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars- 
J. Velmurugan. 

W18 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W19 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 


Sri G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date Description 

W20 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W21 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W22 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head office circular 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W23 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 

meeting. 

W24 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W25 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W26 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-07-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 9-01-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 09-06-95 Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 28-05-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 15-05-98 Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 

No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 10-07-99 Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
inSLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 

Module. 

Ml 1 25-10-99 Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 

No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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^5T.3?r. 2811,— 1947'(1947 
14) SfRT 17 ^ 3T$fcK u l TOT 7^7 

^IT ^ qfr TO foq fochT 3^ ^ ^TRf ^ 

(tMtRsRI 101/2004) 4, [ ft I d 

t, # TRRR 27-8-2007 UTRT $3TT 8U I 

^-12012/305/1998-3Tlf3lR(^t-i)] 

3m ^TBR, 37fTOf[ 
New Delhi, the 27tn August, 2007 

S.O. 2811. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 101/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/305/1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 101 /2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGID No.44/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudiation under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri E.Maruthamuthu : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, ; II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s.V.Sundar Anandan, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/305/98-IR (B-I) dated 02-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 


Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No.44/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 101/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri E. Maruthamuthu, wait list No. 446 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Tiruchirapalli branch from 
26-12-85. During 1985-86, the Petitioner was orally informed 
that his services were no more required. The non¬ 
employment of the Petitioner and others became subject 
matter before Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition 
filed by State Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 
542/87 which was taken up by the Supreme Court. The 
Respondent/Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy 
of settlement under Section 18(1) reached between 
management of State Bank of India and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation and the settlement is with 
regard to absorption of Class IV temporary workmen who 
were denied employment after 1985-86 were classified in 
the settlement was under consideration once again and 
they classified the workmen under three categories namely 
A, B and C. Though the classification was unreasonable, 
the Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Trichy 
branch . He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with 
regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed 
orally to join at the branch where he initially worked as a 
class IV employee. From 26-12-1985 the Petitioner has been 
working as a temporary messenger and some times 
performing work in other branches also. While working on 
temprorary basis in Triuchirapalli branch , another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
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1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 
25G &25H of the ID. Act. The termination of the Petitioner 
is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3)ofl.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11 -87, 16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 446 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 199 1 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 3 1 -3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts the* all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 446, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona tide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31 -12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre'of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India, In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to tbs 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. ft is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 446 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlem&nt on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. MI. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the'Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11 -1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.M 1 and the averments of MW1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.M 1 provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have 
not been informed about this amendment which includes 
casuals affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 four types of waiting lists have to be 
prepared. But the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have 
prepared only one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 
in this case. Those candidates under Ex.M 10 were found 
suitable for appointment as messengers and sweepers. 
Even MW 1 is unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 
was prepared, but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was 
prepared based on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 
and 9-1-91 which are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 
respectively. But, when MW1 has spoken about the 
settlements, he deposed that settlement dated 27-10-88 was 
not included in the Madras circle since the High Court 
order is there, but he has not produced any document in 
support of the so called non-inclusion except his bald 
statement. Further, according to MW1 wait list under 


Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but there is no pleading in 
the Counter Statement with regard to this wait list. Further 
the Hon’ble High Court has held in its order dated 23-7-99 
in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is marked as an exhibit, in 
which it is stated that ‘it is clear that the 1987 settlement 
was concerned with the temporary class IV employees who 
were paid scale wages as per Bipartite Settlement while the 
1988 settlement dealt with daily wager in Class IV category 
who were paid wages daily on mutual agreement basis. In 
such circumstances, as rightly contended the Respondent 
are not justified and combined the list of candidates covered 
under 1987 settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed 
two distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat 
one class and their action undoubtedly amounts to 
violation of Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, 
the averment of MW1 and the statements in Counter 
Statement are contrary to the above and it is nothing but a 
desperate attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or 
perpetrated by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals 
with unequals. It is further contended on behalf of the 
Petitioner that as per deposition of MW1 wait list under 
Ex.M 10 comprises of both messengerial and non- 
messengerial candidates. While the temporary employees 
were appointed after due process of selection and were 
paid wages on the basis of industrywise settlement, it is 
not so in the case of casuals. Therefore, both belongs to 
two different and distinct categories. But, Ex. M3 provides 
for the same norms to the casuals as in the case of temporary 
employees in the matter of absorption. Therefore, it is violative 
of Articles 14 & 16 of Constitution of India. Therefore, the 
Petitioner contended that preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait 
list is not in conformity with the instructions of Ex.M2 and 
non-preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per instructions 
in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected vacancies for the period 
from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, no wait list was released / 
published even after the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 
W.P, No. 7872/91 directing the Respondent/Bank to release 
the list of successful candidates pursuant to the first 
advertisement published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. 
Furthermore, wait list under Ex.M 10 does not carry 
particulars about the candidates, date of initial appointment 
and the number of days put in by them to arrive at their 
respective seniority. From all these things, it is clear that 
Ex, M 10 has been prepared in violation of instructions 
and ceased to have the credibility attached to the wait list. 
Above all, Ex. Ml was not produced at the time of 
conciliation proceedings held duringtheyear 1997-98 held 
at Chennai and Madurai and only dust ing the year 2003 the 
Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. M10 before 
this Tribunal marking it as a confidential document. It is 
further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these petitioners 
were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not been told at 
the time of initial appointment that their appointment was 
in leave vacancy. Further, even before or after the settlement 
on absorption of temporary employees, the expression that 
they were engaged in leave Vacancy was used as a device 
to take them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. 
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Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/ 
Bank is continuous and though the Petitioner has performed 
the duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SrNGHVs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as 'badliescasuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the trank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the avennent and also 
forthe averment of M W1. Therefore, the termination ofthe , 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M1 to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P.No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme, In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case, The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F ofthe 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected l.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
'actually worked under the employer ' cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted/ 
the interview and selected the temporary' employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim ofthe Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991ILLJ323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “In the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority’ union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. " It further held that " there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ’’ Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section J8(l) of the 
l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 


the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. " He furtherrelied on the rulings reported in A1R2000 
SC469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “ settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. “ Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM J1LLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability’ of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order oj 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. " It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the. Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed norw'as it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
7 ribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, 1 find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait I ist and the time of wait I ist has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with'which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, w'hen it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. ” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity .” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VlDYARTHI & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees, Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc-employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right,” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, hi CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held 
that “it is not disputed that the appointment of the 
Respondent was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ 
within the meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of 
India, the Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its 
employees was bound to follow the recruitment rules. 
Any recruitment made in violation of such rules as also in 
violation of constitutional scheme enshrined under 
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India would be 
void in law.” Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA 
PRADESH STATE AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “only because an employee had 
worked for more than 240 days of service by that itself 
would not confer any legal right upon him to be regularised 
in service.” The Supreme Court also held that “the 
changes brought about by the subsequent decisions of 
this court probably having regard to the changes in the 
policy decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, in view of the settled legal 
position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled"to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the Five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 


of mala Fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I Find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I Find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, 1 Find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has tilso held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I Find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. No 
Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri E. Maruthamuthu 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. MI. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

01-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

20-08-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai About filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengeria! work. 

W9 

05-06-86 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tirchy Branch 

W10 

05-03-92 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tirchy Branch 

Wll 

06-04-93 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tirchy Branch 

W12 

05-04-94 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tirchy Branch 

W13 

07-04-95 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tirchy Branch 

W14 

14-11-97 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tirchy Branch 

W15 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W16 

Nil 

Xerox copy ofVol. Ill of Reference book 
on Staaff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W17 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Maduri zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W18 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zona! office For interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W19. 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the cal! letter from Maduri 


zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Veimurugan. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W20 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars — 
J. Veimurugan. 

W21 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W22 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W23 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W24 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W25 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W26 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

W27 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W28 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W29 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Managcment r— 

Ex. No. Date 

• Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement, 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the prder of Supreme Court 
in SL-P No. 3082/99.’ ■ - 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy-of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

MU 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 


3855 GI/2007—32 
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New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2812. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 130/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-I2012/281/1998-IR(B-l)] 
A JAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 130/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGIDNo. 121/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri V.Kannan : 1 Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s.V.Sundar Anandan, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

I. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/281/98-1R (B-I) dated 09-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal Labour 


Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken the 
dispute on its file as CGIDNo. 121/99 and issued notices to 
both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed their 
claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. After 
the constitution of this CGIT-cum-Labour Court, the said 
dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for adjudication 
and this Tribunal has numbered it as I.D.No. 130/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri V. Kannan, wait list No. 510 for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
State Bank of India and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? If 
so, to what relief the said workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview aad medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Tiruchirapalli Town 
branch from 08-05-85. The Petitioner was orally informed 
that his services were no more required. The non¬ 
employment of the Petitioner and others became subject 
matter before Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition 
filed by State Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 
542/87 which was taken up by the Supreme Court. The 
Respondent/Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy 
of settlement under Section 18(1) reached between 
management of State Bank of India and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation and the settlement is with 
regard to absorption of Class IV temporary workmen who 
were denied employment after 1985-86 were classified in 
the settlement was under consideration once again and 
they classified the workmen under three categories namely 
A, B and C. Though the classification was unreasonable, 
the Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Tiruchirapalli Town branch. He was called for an interview 
by a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this 
regard. But, they have not informed the result of interview 
and also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner 
was informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 08-05-1985 the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some times performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temprorary basis in Trichy Z.O. branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1 -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
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his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 
25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner 
is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award, 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise, 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down m 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 510 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that fhe Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
3 6 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31 -3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment, fhe Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 510, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which wore the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to bt rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate, and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
al 1 the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) ofthe Act. As per recruitment 
rules ofthe Respondent/Bank, recruitment ofclass IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1 -91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary''to the rights 
ofthe Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are 

(i) "Whether the demand ofthe Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 510 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


Point No. 1:— 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
“by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
ofthe relevant guidelines/circulars ofthe Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary'' 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice defied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service ofthe temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circufars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A ofthe 
I D- Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.MI and the averments of MWI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 1 
is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.MI provides an opportunity to 
persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed to 
work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex,W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.MI0 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW I is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.MI, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MWI has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MWI wait list under Ex.MI 0 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, 
which is marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is 
clear that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the 
temporary class IV employees who were paid scale wages 
as per Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt 
with daily wager in class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two *> 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWI and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combining equals with 
unequals. It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner 
that as per deposition of MWI wait list under Ex^MlO 
comprises of both messengerial and non-messengerial 
candidates. While the temporary ernployees were appointed 
after due process of selection and were paid wages on the 
basis of industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of 
casuals. Therefore, both belongs to two different and 
distinct categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms 
to the casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the 
matter of absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 

16 of Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended 
that preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in 
conformity with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation 
of separate panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, 
it has not been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular 
regarding projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 
1994. Furthermore, no wait list was released/published even 
after the Court order in WMPNo. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/ 

91 directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in The Hindu dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list 
under Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex, M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as 'badlies ’ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
■Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW I. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and MI 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme, In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 240 
days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the benefits 
under the provisions ofl.D. Act. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though some of the Petitioners 
in the connected l.Ds have not completed 240 days, since 
the Respondent/Bank has not taken into consideration and 
not included the Sundays and paid holidays as days on 
which the Petitioners have actually worked and hence, they 
have also completed 240 days in a period of 12 calendar 
months. He also relied on the rulings reported in 1985 II 
LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION Vs. 
MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “the expression ‘actually 
worked under the employer' cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all thcfte days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported to 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank’s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. 
In all these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and tor no fault 
of theirs, they find themselves stranded in life midstream. 
They have also not gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. Jhe Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911 LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. “ Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 I LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that " settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 


settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. “ He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD 
Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at 
by the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there 
being good will between them. When there is a dispute 
that the settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has 
been arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, may refer 
for adjudication after examining the allegations as there 
is an underlying assumption that the settlement reached 
with the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable. " Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

1 1. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list No. given for restoring the wait list 
of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service w'ith full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see w'hether 
the restoration of w'ait list can be made as contended by 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it 
is contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter oftenability ofa reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS 
UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein 
the Kerala High Court has held that " mere wording of 
reference is not decisive in the matter oftenability of a 
reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond 
the order of reference, if points of difference are 
discernible from the material before it, it has only on duty 
and that is to decide 'the points on merits and not to find 
out some technical defects in the wording of reference, 
subjecting the poor workman to hardship involved in 
moving the machinery again. “ It further held that “the 
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Tribunal should look into the pleading and find out the 
exact nature of pleading of the Petitioner to find out the 
exact nature of dispute instead of refusing to answer the 
reference on merits.” Further, he argued that the Tribunal 
has got power to gointo the question whether the Petitioner 
is to be reinstated in service or not for which he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 1664 VAN SAG- 
NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the Madhya Pradesh High 
Court has held that “the Tribunal cannot go behind the 
terms of reference, but that does not mean that it cannot 
look into the pleadings of parties.” He also relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 A. SAMBANTHAN 
Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, 
wherein it has been held that “it has been repeatedly held 
that the Labour Court should not attempt to consider the 
order under reference in a technical manner or a pedantic 
manner, but should consider the order of reference in a fair 
and reasonable manner.” He also argued that in Express 
Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the 
Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal has jurisdiction 
to consider all incidental matters also and the order of 
reference should not be construed in the manner which 
would prolong the industrial adjudication. The Labour Court 
is expected to decide the real nature of disputes between 
the parties and with that object in view, it should consider 
the order of reference in a fair and reasonable manner, 
though the order of reference is not happily framed nor 
was it framed to the high expectation of the Labour Court.” 
Relying on all these decisions, the representative for the 
Petitioner argued that though in the reference, it is not 
mentioned that whether the retrenchment is valid or not, 
from the pleadings it is clear that the Petitioners have been 
retrenched from the Respondent/Bank and therefore, this 
Tribunal can look into the pleadings of the Petitioners and 
can decide whether the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated 
in service as alleged by him and whether he is entitled to 
the back wages as alleged by him. Therefore, the argument 
advanced on the side of the Respondent that it is beyond 
the scope of reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court 
has held that “the only question which falls for 
determination in this appeal is whether a candidate whose 


name appears in the select list on the basis of competitive 
examination acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service 
in an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
ofvacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the pane! was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions; learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 3 I-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but ajudicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity" Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 H1MANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTH1 &ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working On daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the l.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds show?;, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that * ‘merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual w'age worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he w'ould 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules. 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 
16 of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” 
Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE 
AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “only because an employee had worked for more 
than 240 days of service by that itself would not confer 
any legal right upon him to be regularised in service.” 
The Supreme Court also held that “the changes brought 
about by the subsequent decisions of this court probably 
having regard to the changes in the policy decisions of 
the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market economy, 
globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is evident,' 
in view of the settled legal position, as noticed 
hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances^ it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 


of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 :— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
re lief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. No 
Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dicled lo the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 31st 
January, 2(507) 

K* JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 SriV. Kannan 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 
For the Respondent MW1 SriC. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 
Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of .the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. Date 
W3 24-04-91 

W4 01-05-91 

W5 20-08-91 

W6 15-03-97 

W7 25-03-97 

W8 Nil 

W9 02-08-88 
WIO 12-08-91 
WII 31-10-92 
W12 2004-93 

WI3 31-5-93 
WI4 Nil 

W15 Nil 

WI6 06-03-97 

W17 06-03-97 

W18 0603-97 

WI9 17-03-97 


Description 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers jn 
Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirappalli Town Branch 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirappalli Town Branch 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tirchy Town Branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Ramalinga Nagar Branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirappalli Branch. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by respondebnt/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

Xerox copy of the Reference book on 
matters consolidated upto 31-12-95. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the service particulars — 
J. Velmurugan. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W20 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W21 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
SriG. Pandi. 

W22 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W23 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W24 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W25 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

W26 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W27 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W28 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management;•— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

3007-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
inSLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2813, —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 171/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/531/1998-1R(B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K, Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 171/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 265/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri N. Varadarajaperumal : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, : II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s K. S. Sundar, Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/531/98-1R (B-I) dated 26-04-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No.265/99 and issued notices 


to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of thisCGITcum Labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
ID. No. 171/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri N. Varadarajaperumal wait list No. 280 for 
restoring the wait list of temporary messengers in 
the establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows :— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Pondicherry Main branch 
from September, 1982. The Petitioner was orally informed 
that his services were no more required. The non¬ 
employment of the Petitioner and others became subject 
matter before Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition 
filed by State Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 
542/87 which was taken up by the Supreme Court. The 
Respondent/Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy 
of settlement under Section 18(1) reached between 
management of State Bank of India and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation and the settlement is with 
regard to absorption of Class IV temporary workmen who 
were denied employment after 1985-86 were classified in 
the settlement was under consideration once again and 
they classified the workmen under three categories namely 
A, B and C. Though the classification was unreasonable, 
the Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Pondicherry Main branch. He was called for an interview 
by a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this 
regard. But, they have not informed the result of interview 
and also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner 
was informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From September, 1982 the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Pondicherry Siruthozhil 
branch, another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank 
was made regarding casual workers who were reported to 
be in service during the same period. While the Petitioner 
was working as such, the Manager of the branch informed 
the Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1 -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
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his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work .either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to \Vork under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank oflndia Staff 
Federation whi^ft resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 280 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, outof652 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, and 
C. Considering their temporary service and subject to other 
eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that ail the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 280, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from, questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In* the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, die 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
all the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) ofthe Act. As per recruitment 
rules ofthe Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-l-91.lt is 
false to a! lege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
ofthe Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 280 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights ofthe workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A ofthe 
I D- Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex,Ml and the averments of MW1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex, Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come-— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions, Sn such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex. W2 four types 
of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the Respondent/ 
Bank has alleged to have prepared only one wait list for 
each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those candidates 
under Ex.M 10 were found suitable for appointment as 
messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is unable to say as 
to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, but it is 
mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared based on the 
settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with' regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India,” Further, the averment 
of MW I and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex.Ml 0 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in The Hindu dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list 
under Ex.Ml0 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. M1 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondenl/Bank* 
produced the wait list Ex. Ml 0 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the l.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCO 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies ’ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW I. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 240 
days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the benefits 
under the provisions of I.D. Act. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though some of the Petitioners 
in the connected I.Ds have not completed 240 days, since 
the Respondent/Bank has not taken into consideration and 
not included the Sundays and paid holidays as days on 
which the Petitioners have actually Worked and hence, they 
have also completed 240 days in a period of 12 calendar 
months. He also relied on the rulings reported in 1985 II 
LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION Vs. 
MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 'actually 
worked under the employer ’cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they w ere in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported to 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank’s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. 
In all these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault 
of theirs, they find themselves stranded in life midstream. 
They have also not. gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour. 

10. But, as .against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911 LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation 'proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fdes, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that "settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and * binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 
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settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. 
Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “ settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt. may> refer 
for adjudication after examining the allegations as there 
is an underlying assumption that the settlement reached 
with the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list No. given for restoring the wait list 
of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether 
the restoration of wait list can be made as contended by 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner 
it is contended that mere wording of reference is not 
decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference and he 
relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 345 
SECRETARY, KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP 
WORKERS UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 
KOLLAM wherein the Kerala High Court has held that 
"mere wording ojreference is not decisive in the matter of 
tenability> of a reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot 
go beyond the order of reference, if points oj difference 
are discernible from the material before it, it has only on 
duty and that is to decide the points on merits and not to 
find out some technical defects in the wording of reference, 
subjecting the poor workman to hardship involved in 
moving the machinery again. ’’ It further held that “the 
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Tribunal should look into the pleading and find out the 
exact nature of pleading of the Petitioner to find out the 
exact nature of dispute instead of refusing to answer the 
reference on merits.” Further, he argued that the Tribunal 
has got power to go into the question whether the Petitioner 
is to be reinstated in service or not for which he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG- 
NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the Madhya Pradesh High 
Court has held that “the Tribunal cannot go behind the 
terms of reference, but that does not mean that it cannot 
look into the pleadings of parties.” He also relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 A. SAMBANTHAN 
Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, 
wherein it has been held that “it has been repeatedly held 
that the Labour Court should not attempt to consider the 
order under reference in a technical manner or a pedantic 
manner, but should consider the order of reference in a fair 
and reasonable manner.” He also argued that in Express 
Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the 
Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal has jurisdiction 
to consider all incidental matters also and the order of 
reference should not be construed in the manner which 
would prolong the industrial adjudication. The Labour Court 
is expected to decide the real nature of disputes between 
the parties and with that object in view, it should consider 
the order of reference in a fair and reasonable manner, 
though the order of reference is not happily framed nor 
wa's it framed to the high expectation of the Labour Court.” 
Relying on all these decisions, the representative for the 
Petitioner argued that though in the reference, it is not 
mentioned that whether the retrenchment is valid or not, 
from the pleadings it is clear that the Petitioners have been 
retrenched from the Respondent/Bank and therefore, this 
•Tribunal can look into the pleadings of the Petitioners and 
can decide whether the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated 
in service as alleged by him and whether he is entitled to 
the back wages as alleged by him. Therefore, the argument 
advanced on the side of the Respondent that it is beyond 
the scope of reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, 1 find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he rejied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Government service in 
an existing or a future vacancy. In that case, pruning of 
select l ist on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported 
in 1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 3 I-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuanc e 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and ever)' case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 !1 SCC 1 ASHWAN1 KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is.appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 H1MANSHU 
KUMAR VJDYARTH1 & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the l.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the l.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the.Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms ofthe relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee. It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the n, .. o-Cuth continuance, it 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, m CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State 5 within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled fo claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, 1 find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. No 
Costs. 

21. Thus, the.reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dieted to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 31st 
January,.2007) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 SriN. Varadharajaperumal 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekainbaram 

For the Respondent MW 1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 

daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

01-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

20-08-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

14-03-83 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Pondicherry Branch. 

W10 

03-05-84 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Pondicherry Branch. 

Wll 

2402-92 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Pondicherry Siruthozhil 
Branch 

W12 

04-06-98 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Pondicherry Siruthozhil 
Branch 

W13 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by respondebtit/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
care & service conditions. 

W14 

Nil 

Xerox copy of Vol. Ill of Reference book 
on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W15 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W16 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview' of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W17 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W18 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars - J. 


Velmurugan. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W19 

264)3-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W20 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W21 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W22 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W23 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W24 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

W25 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 



implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W26 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W27 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 


circular about Appointment oftemporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 


For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 


No. 1893/99. 
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New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2814. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 160/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/529/1998-IR (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 160/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 222/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudiation under clause(d) 
of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri E. Mohan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V.S.Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : Mr. F.B. Benjamin George, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/529/98-1R (B-I) dated 19-03-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 222/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and counter statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 160/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri E. Mohan wait list No. 368 for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
State Bank of India and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? If 
so, to what relief the said workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He 'was 
appointed on temporary basis at Villupurain Main branch 
from 27-01-1981. The Petitioner was orally informed that 
his services were no more required. The non-employment 
of the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Viliupurarn branch. He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 27-1-1981 the Petitioner 
has been working as a temporary messenger and some 
times performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Viliupurarn branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1 -4-97. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to his 
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non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of.no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the l.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(l)and 18(3)ofl.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staf 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
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17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 368 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of652 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, and 
C. Considering their temporary service and subject to other 
eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that ail the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 368, he was not appointed. The said settlements 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped 
from questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and 
his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity ot Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
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31-12*94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of 
daily wages was not finalized and hence not published and 
there is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has 
no claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with 
costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the,post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
ail the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) ofthe Act 
and not under Section 18(3) ofthe Act. As per recruitment 
rules ofthe Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
ofthe Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 368 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relie f the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
ofthe relevant guidelines/circulars ofthe Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at a!!. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A ofthe 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENT RAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the l.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MWI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals wUh 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into A, 

B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come first go or first 
come _ last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis tor 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter ot arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about mis 
amendment which includes casuais affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 lour types 
of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the Respondent/ 
Bank has alleged to have prepared only one wait list for 
each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those candidates 
under Ex.M 10 were found suitable for appointment as 
messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is unable to say as 
to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, but it is 
mentioned in Ex.Ml0 that it was prepared based on the 
settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW 1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MWi wait list under Ex.MlO was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
tc tills wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held m 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and' 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India,’ Further, the averment 
of MWI and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a despeiate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 

It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MWI wait list under Ex.M 10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industry wise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 ot 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of F,x.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. /872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in The Hindu dated 1 -8-88. Furthermore, wait list 
under Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number ot 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. M1 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the vear 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the l.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
to employ workmen as ‘badlies' casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service lata- and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
Show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. MI to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any reie vance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 240 
days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the benefits 
under the provisions of I.D. Act. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though some of the Petitioners 
in the connected I.Ds have not completed 240 days, since 
the Respondent/Bank has not taken into consideration and 
not included the Sundays and paid holidays as days on 
which the Petitioners have actually worked and hence, they 
have also completed 240 days in a period of 12 calendar 
months. He also relied on the rulings reported in 1985 II 
LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION Vs. 
MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “the expression ‘actually 
worked under the employer’ cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported to 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank’s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. 
In ail these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault 
of theirs, they find themselves stranded in life midstream. 
They have also not gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that" 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefor e, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong ta the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that ‘‘there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even Corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
fiirther relied on the rulings reported in 19971LU 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that 'settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
J.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on ail workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 


settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that ii has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, may refer 
for adjudication after examining the allegations as there 
is an underlying assumption that the settlement reached 
with the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable. " Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner, Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list No. given for restoring the wait list 
of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether 
the restoration of wait list can be made as contended by 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
ROLL AM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, ROLL AM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty> and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not fwi yarn? technical 
dejecis in the wording of r eference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving f he machinery 
again. ’ It furthci heiu uiat the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out. the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MITTS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMRANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1 °93 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I Find some force in the contention of the - 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, 1 find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 

is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VUEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which fails for determination 
in th’s appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy. In that case, pruning of select 
list on reduction in number of vacancies was made in view 
of the impending absoiption of steam surplus staff and a 
policy decision has been taken to reduce the number of 
vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminator/.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 5 84 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
frms, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB 1C 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARASINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now' coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was net sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may nqt be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective’ of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997IISCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing yacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURJNDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporaiy messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners caenot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
reliefthe Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WWI Sri E. Mohan 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW I SriC. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W! 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. MI. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 



3(H)] 


29, 2007/3TlfcR 7, 1929 


Ex, No. Date Description 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 2008-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers, 


Ex. No, Date Description 

W19 Feb, 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No, 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W21 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head office circular 

No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 


W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work, 

W9 16-03-82 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram Branch. 

W10 01-12-53 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram Branch. 

Wll Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W12 Nil Xerox copy ofVol. Ill of Reference book 
on Staff matters upto 31-12-95, 


W22 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 

meeting. 

W23 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W24 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them, as 
general attendants, 

W25 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about appointment oftemporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 164)7-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 9-01-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 


W13 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W14 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W15 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Veimurugan. 

W16 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars - J. 

Veimurugan. 

W17 264X3-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of parttime Menial—<3. Pandi. 

W18 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 


M5 304)7-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 094)6-95 Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 28-05-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 15-05-98 Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 

No. 2787/97 ofHigh Court of Orissa. 

M9 10-07-99 Xerox copy ofthe order of Supreme Court 
inSLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Ml 1 25-10-99 Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 

No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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[U T^eT-12012/391 /1998-STT|3IR(^t-I) ] 
3E5FT <£HR, Slfwfl 
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2815. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 108/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/391/l 998-IR (B-I)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 108/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGID No.97/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudiation under clause (d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 
BETWEEN 

Sri K.Mohan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s.V.Sundar Anandan, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-12012/391/98-IR (B-I) dated 05-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No.97/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 

I.D.No. 108/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri K.Mohan, wait list No. 381 for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
State Bank of India and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? If 
so, to what relief the said workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Villupuram Main branch 
from October, 1982. The Petitioner was orally informed 
that his services were no more required. The non¬ 
employment of the Petitioner and others became subject 
matter before Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition 
filed by State Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 
542/87 which was taken up by the Supreme Court. The 
Respondent/Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy 
of settlement under Section 18(1) reached between 
management of State Bank of India and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation and the settlement is with 
regard to absorption of Class IV temporary workmen who 
were denied employment after 1985-86 were classified in 
the settlement was under consideration once again and 
they classified the workmen under three categories namely 
A, B and C. Though the classification was unreasonable, 
the Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Villupuram Main branch. He was called for an interview by 
a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From October, 1982, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on ternprorary basis in Villupuram Main branch , 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1 -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
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his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 
25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The termination ofthe Petitioner 
is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits, 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3)ofl.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior rhotive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No.381 in waitlist of 
Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees M(ho have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
3 6 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31 -3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment, The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 381, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption, Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
all the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1 -91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 381 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M l. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
farther prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11 -1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB &IC2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly of the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MWI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.M 1 provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.M 10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.Ml 0 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MWI has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MWI wait list under Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWI and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 

It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 ot 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not inconfonnity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in The Hindu dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list 
under Ex.M 10 dods not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 Ik id at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 20(3 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 b Tore this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged .that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the l.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
"to employ workmen as 'badlies ’ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Mil interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme, In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 240 
days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
as enshrined under Sections 25B and25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, therefore, tljeir retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory' provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent-Bank and they are entitled to the benefits 
under the provisions of l.D. Act. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though some of the Petitioners 
in the connected I.Ds have not completed 240 days, since 
the Respondent/Bank has not taken into consideration and 
not included the Sundays and paid holidays as days on 
which the Petitioners have actually worked and hence, they 
have also completed 240 days in a period of 12 calendar 
months. He also relied on the rulings reported in 1985 II 
LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION Vs. 
MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “the expression ‘ actually 
worked under the employer ' cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview' and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported to 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank’s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. 
In all these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault 
of theirs, they find themselves stranded in life midstream. 
They have also not gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the l.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchangers incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. “ Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. u It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides,fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. “ Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “ settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 


settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona jide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, may refer 
for adjudication after examining the allegations as there 
is an underlying assumption that the settlement reached 
with the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable. " Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list No. given for restoring the wait list 
of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether 
the restoration of wait list can be made as contended by 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter oftenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in (he matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. “ It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMB ANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13.1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court 
has held that “the only question which falls for 
determination in this appeal is whether a candidate whose 


name appears in the select list on the basis of competitive 
examination acquires a right of appointment in Government 
service in an existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, 
pruning of select list on reduction in number of vacancies 
was made in view of the impending absorption of steam 
surplus staff and a policy decision has been taken to reduce 
the number of vacancies and consequently, a certain 
number of bottom persons were removed from the select 
list and the remaining selectees were given appointments 
according to their comparative merits. In which, the Supreme 
Court has held that “in such circumstances, denial of 
appointment to the persons removed from the select list is 
not arbitrary and discriminatory.” He further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK 
& ORS. Vs. SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the 
bank informed the Respondents that the panel was valid 
for one year only and that inclusion of their names in the 
panel was not to confer on them any right to seek 
permanent appointment in the services of the bank. 
Considering the object with which the panel was prepared 
and the fact that it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we 
are of the opinion that the Respondents did not get any 
right because of inclusion of their names in the said panel 
for permanent absorption in the services of the bank. 
Whatever conditional right they had come to an end with 
the expiry of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as 
contained in the W.P. was thus, misconceived and 
therefore, the learned Single Judge and the Division Bench, 
when it first decided the appeal were right in dismissing 
the Writ Petition and the appeal respectively.” He further 
relied on the rulings reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 
SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF INDIA wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “candidates included in 
merit list has no indefeasible right to appointment even if a 
vacancy exists” and relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that since the 
Petitioner has no right to question the wait list and since 
there is no mala fide on the part of the Respondent/Bank in 
preparing the wait list, it cannot be said that preparation of 
wait list was made with mala fide motive. Under such 
circumstances, after the expiry of the date namely 31-3- 
1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for restoration of the wait 
list and he cannot pray for reinstatement as alleged by him. 
Further, he relied on the rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 
2168 STATE OF HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“now coming to the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary 
employees who have continued for more than a year should 
be regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of lower Courts. He further relied on the decision reported 
in 199711 SCC 1 ASHWAN1 KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still born baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them m to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise oj confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity .” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTH1 & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts. 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of Mast come-first go’ is not mandatory but only 
directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the employer is 
permitted to depart from the said principle retrenching 
seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this case, the 
Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been made 
permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that .his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

_ 15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be‘ appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment wa»not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 








8226 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/ASV1NA 7,1929 


LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme-Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WWl Sri K. Mohan 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 SriC. Mariappan 
MW2 SriT. L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

WI 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. MI. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by RespondenfrBank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
messenger vacancies. 

W4 

01-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

20-08-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 

09-04-83 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

W10 

21-12-89 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Madras Z.O. branch. 

Wll 

1982—96 

i Xerox copy of the statement showing 
number of days worked by petitioner. 

W12 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondebnt/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W13 

Nil 

Xerox copy ofVol. Ill of Reference book 
on staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

4 W14 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W15 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 


post—K. Subburaj. 

W16 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W17 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars — 

J. Velmurugan. 

W18 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of parttime Menial—G. Pandi. 

W19 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W20 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W21 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W22 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W23 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

W24 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W25 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W26 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 


For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

. Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 


No. 1893/99. 


3855 Gl/2007—37 
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[RT. T^~ 12012/390/1998-3T^31R(^-I)] 
3F3R7 cjiHK, l£T37 3Tf^l=hl<l 

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2816. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.107/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/390/1998-IR (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CLM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 3 1st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 107/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGIDNo. 95/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adj udication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri R. Kumar : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalii. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s. V. Sundar Anandan, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-12012/390/98-IR (B-l) dated 05-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 


Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No.95/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this CGIT-cum-Labour Court, the 
said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 107/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri R.Kumar, wait listNo. 352 for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
State Bank of India and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? If 
so, to what relief the said workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Villupuram Main branch 
from November, 1982. The Petitioner was orally infonned 
that his services were no more required. The non¬ 
employment of the Petitioner and others became subject 
matter before Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition 
filed by State Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 
542/87 which was taken up by the Supreme Court. The 
Respondent/Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy 
of settlement under Section 18(1) reached between 
management of State Bank of India and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation and the settlement is with 
regard to absorption of Class IV temporary workmen who 
were denied employment after 1985-86 were classified in 
the settlement was under consideration once again and 
they classified the workmen under three categories namely 
A, B and C. Though the classification was unreasonable, 
the Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Villupuram Main branch . He was called for an interview by 
a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From November, 1982, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some times performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temprorary basis in Villupuram Main branch , 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 





TO TTTO : 29, 2007/3TlfcR 7, 1929 


8229 


1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’ s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 
25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The termination ofthe Petitioner 
-is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
Respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim ofthe Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 352 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31 -3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed ard since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 352, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning t ie settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liab.to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He .was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
all the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 352 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guide lines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
ftirther prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circufars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-1 1-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
l.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the ID Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of he 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but ^ a ' “ SeS ° 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of^Sedion 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable rig 
for annointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W* as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the °” 

absorption and which are statutory in charact e r_Further a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MWI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-exammatio 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause I of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into A 
B and C\ but this categorization of A, B &. C q 
opposed to the doctrine of‘last come-first go or first 

come_last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 

1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengers 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentione m 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex W8 Further, the appointment of daily wage basis tor 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engage y 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casua s 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter ot arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection ut 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case^ Those 
candidates under Ex.MlO were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepaied, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex.MlO was prepared on 2-5-72 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held m 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 198 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 

It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex.MlO comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengenal candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 

process of selection and were paid wages on the basis ot 

industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter ot 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex.M 10 namely wait list is not iconformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list ot 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in The Hindu dated 1 -8-88. Furthermore wait list 
under Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number o 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex, M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. M 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time ot initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 

them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the l.D. Act, 19 . 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the,Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 
4 SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
to employ workmen as ‘badlies ’ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitraiy, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement-on absorption of temporary emp ioyees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terras of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main wrifhas been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. MI to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme, in the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatoty provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not 
completed 240 days, smee the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘a dually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have" reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case, The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored b.y 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea hefore the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that "in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
"therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement." It further held that " there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P, 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that "settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in (he course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 


the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. " He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that " settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement, 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in thq matter-of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTELANDSHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “ mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that "the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL &ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. 1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, 1 find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has. 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.V1JEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with. 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala ftde on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala ftde 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB 1C 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. P LARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction-in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable”. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity’:' Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 H1MANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR 
AND ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they 
are temporary employees working on daily wages. Under 
these circumstances, their disengagement from service 
cannot be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. 
Act. The concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be 
stretched to such an extent as to cover these employees. 
Since they are only daily wage employees, and have no 


right to the posts, their disengagement is not arbitrary.” 
He further relied on the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ 
(Supp.) 754 wherein the Rajasthan High Court has held 
that “Under Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment 
procedure following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not 
mandatory but only directory, on sufficient grounds 
shown, the employer is permitted to depart from the said 
principle retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” 
Though in this case, the Petitioner has alleged that his 
juniors have been made permanent in banking service, he 
has not established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that 
even in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 
SECRETARY, STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, 
the Supreme Court has held that “merely because a 
temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is 
not open to the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the 
instance of temporary employees whose period of 
employment has come to an end-or of ad-hoc employees 
who by the very nature of their appointment, do not acquire 
any right.” Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the 
person who accepts an engagement either temporary or 
casual in nature is not aware of his employment, He accepts 
the employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is 
not in a position to bargain~not at anus length since he 
might have been searching for some employment so as to 
eke out his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But 
on that ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison 
the constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate 
illegalities and to take the view that a person who has 
temporarily or casually got employed should be directed 
to be continued permanently. By doing so, it will be creating 
another mode of public appointment which is not 
permissible.” Further, the Supreme Court while laying down 
the law, has clearly held that “unless the appointment is in 
terms of the relevant rules and after a proper competition 
among qualified persons, the same would not confer any 

right on the appointee.It has to be clarified that merely 

because a temporary employee or a casual wage worker is 
continued for a time beyond the term of his appointment, 
he would not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or 
made permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 
16 of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” 
Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE 
AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “only because an employee had worked for more 
than 240 days of service by that itself would not confer 
any legal right upon him to be regularised in service.” 
The Supreme Court also held that “the changes brought 
about by the subsequent decisions of this court probably 
having regard to the changes in the policy decisions of 
the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market economy, 
globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is evident, 
in view of the settled legal position, as noticed herein¬ 
before.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 


not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation,' privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 ; 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No costs, 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri R. Kumar 

WW2 Sri V. S. E kambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 SriC. Mariappan % 

MW2 SriT.L. Seivaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No, Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 

Office, Chennai About filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 17-03-83 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

W10 15-11-84 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Villupuram branch. 

W11 25-02-85 Xerox copy of the internal letter of 

absorpation 

W12 Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W13 Nil Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W14 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Maduri zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W15 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W16 ’ 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W17 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars — 

J. Velmurugan. 

W18 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W19 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date Description 

W20 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W21 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W22 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head office circular 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W23 09-07-92 Xerox copy ofthe minutes of the Bipartite 

meeting. 

W24 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W25 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W26 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 


For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml 17-11-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-07-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 V 27-10-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 9-01-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 09-06-95 Xerox copy ofthe minutes ofconciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 28-05-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 15-05-98 Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 

No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa, 

M9 10-07-99 Xerox copy ofthe order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 25-10-99 Xerox copy ofthe Order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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Wt t, RTt 27-8-2007 ^ 7M I^TT ^TT I 

[Tf. t^- 12012/389/1998-331^33K(4t-I) ] 
\ 3T5TT <fnqR, arfferenfl- 

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2817— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 106/ 
2004) ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and theirworkmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/389/1998-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 106/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 94/99] 

(In the matter ofthe dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri C. Sridharan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s V.Sundar Anadan, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/389/98-1R (B-I) dated 05-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No.94/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D.No. 106/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri C. Sridharan, wait list No. 476 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview* and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Kaludur branch from 
27-12-1984. The Petitioner was oral ly informed that his services 
were no more required. The non-employment of the 
Petitioner and others became subject matter before Supreme 
Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State Bank 
Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which was 
taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/Bank, in 
addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement under 
Section 18(1) reached between management of State Bank 
of India and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation 
and the settlement is with regard to absorption of Class IV 
temporary workmen who were denied employment after 
1985-86 were classified in the settlement was under 
consideration once again and they classified the workmen 
under three categories namely A, B and C. Though the 
classification was unreasonable, the Respondent/Bank 
brought to the notice ofthe Petitioner about the interview 
to be held through advertisements. The Petitioner also 
submitted his application in the prescribed format through 
Branch Manager ofthe Kaludur branch. He was called for 
an interview by a Committee appointed by Respondent/ 
Bank in this regard. But, they have not informed the result 
of interview and also with regard to appointment. But, the 
Petitioner was informed orally to join at the branch where 
he initially worked as a class IV employee. From 27-12-84, 
the Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger 
and some time performing work in other branches also. 
While working on temporary basis in Neyveli bazar branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank w'as made 
regarding casual workers w'ho were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not required 
any more and he need not attend the office from 1-4-97. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
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his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions ot circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or b$ both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such ot those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88, 9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 476 in wait list 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of652 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, and 
C. Considering their temporary service and subject to other 
eligibility'criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block ot 
3 6 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered tor 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31 -3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available, The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms ot atoresaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 476, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so tar 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India StaffFederation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act'and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondem/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contraiy to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(0 “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 

List No. 476 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent' 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

00 “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
ofthe relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights ofthe workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit ofthe Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A ofthe 
I D- Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & 1C 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the l.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.M 1 and the averments of MW 1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 

* B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go* and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given permanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have 
not been informed about this amendment which includes 
casuals affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per 
instructions in Ex. W2 four types of waiting lists have to be 
prepared. But the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have 
prepared only one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 
in this case. Those candidates under Ex.M 10 were found 
suitable for appointment as messengers and sweepers. 
Even MW 1 is unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 
was prepared, but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was 
prepared based on the settlement dated 17-1 1-87, 27-10-88 
and 9-1-91 which are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 
respectively. But, when MW1 has spoken about the 
settlements, he deposed that settlement dated 27-10-88 was 
not included in the Madras circle since the High Court 
order is there, but he has not produced any document in 
support of the so called non-inclusion except his bald 
statement. Further, according to MW1 wait list under 


Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but there is no pleading in 
the Counter Statement with regard to this wait list. Further 
the Hon’ble High Court has held in its order dated 23-7-99 
in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is marked as an exhibit, in 
which it is stated that ‘it is clear that the 1987 settlement 
was concerned with the temporary class IV employees who 
were paid scale wages as per Bipartite Settlement while the 
1988 settlement dealt with daily wager in Class IV category 
who were paid wages daily on mutual agreement basis. In 
such circumstances, as rightly contended the Respondent 
are not justified and combined the list of candidates covered 
under 1987 settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed 
two distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat 
one class and their action undoubtedly amounts to 
violation of Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, 
the averment of MW1 and the statements in Counter 
Statement are contrary to the above and it is nothing but a 
desperate attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or 
perpetrated by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals 
with unequals. It is further contended on behalf of the 
Petitioner that as per deposition of MW1 wait list under 
Ex.M 10 comprises of both messengerial and non- 
messengerial candidates. While the temporary employees 
were appointed after due process of selection and were 
paid wages on the basis of industrywise settlement, it is 
not so in the case of casuals. Therefore, both belongs to 
two different and distinct categories. But, Ex. M3 provides 
for the same norms to the casuals as in the case oftemporary 
employees in the matter of absorption. Therefore, it is violative 
of Articles 14 & 16 of Constitution of India. Therefore, the 
Petitioner contended thatpreparationofEx.M 10 namely wait 
list is not in conformity with the instructions of Ex. M2 and 
non-preparation of separate panels amounts to violation of 
circular. Secondly, it has not been prepared as per instructions 
in Ex. W2 circular regarding projected vacancies for the period 
from 1987 to 1994. Furthermore, no wait list was released/ 
published even after the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 
W.P. No. 7872/91 directing the Respondent/Bank to release 
the list of successful candidates pursuant to the first 
advertisement published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. 
Furthermore, wait list under Ex.Ml0 does not carry 
particulars about the candidates, date of initial appointment 
and the number of days put in by them to arrive at their 
respective seniority. From all these things, it is clear that 
Ex. M 10 has been prepared in violation of instructions 
and ceased to have the credibility attached to the wait list. 
Above all, Ex. MI was not produced at the time of 
conciliation proceedings held during the year 1997-98 held 
at Chennai and Madurai and only during the year 2003 the 
Respondent/Bank produced the wait list Ex. M10 before 
this Tribunal marking it as a confidential document. It is 
further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged that these petitioners 
were engaged in leave vacancy, they have not been told at 
the time of initial appointment that their appointment was 
in leave vacancy. Further, even before or after the settlement 
on absorption of temporary employees, the expression that 
they were engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device 
to take them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the 
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I.D. Act, 1947. Though the Petitioner’s work in the 
Respondent/Bank is continuous and though the Petitioner 
has performed the duties continuously which is still in 
existence, the categorisation as such is not valid and the 
provisions of Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the 
representative of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported 
in 1985 4 SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF 
INDIA AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “to employ workmen as 'badlies \ casuals or 
temporaries and to continue them as such for many years 
with the object of depriving them of the status and 
privileges of permanent workmen is illegal. ’’ Learned 
representative further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has 
not been prepared in accordance with principle of seniority 
in the legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml toM4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. M1 to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of l.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually .worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
'actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc/’ It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early ] 980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment-Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 1LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary’ law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement . ” It further held that “theremay be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further re lie don the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ308K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment.. Even in case of the first category, if the 


settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. “ He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. “ Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the .Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

1 I. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive- 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILL A HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability> of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. “ It further held that " the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 3c ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs, PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” Me also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that ‘'the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
ThereforC.-Rhe argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it Is beyond the scope of reference is 
without anv substance. 

13, l.Tind some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner, Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the .question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by anv of the unions of the Respondent' 
Bank, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait F>t has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on me rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.V1JEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that "the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


in the select list on the basis of competitive-examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy. In that case, pruning of select 
list on reduction in number of vacancies was made in view 
of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff and a 
policy decision has been taken to reduce the number of 
vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said pane! for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the pane!. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 4 7 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petiti oner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB 1C 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. P1ARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held, that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that everv ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year ' 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy: 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification callins 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (cj he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None ot die 
decisions relied upon bv the High Court justify suen 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee tor one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective ol and without taking into account the othe* 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all die relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to he totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, die Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts, lie further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 11 SCC f ASH WAN I KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full'Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. tl So far as the question-of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still born baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 H1MANSHU 
KUMAR V1DYART! ll&ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that '“they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the l.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts. 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” l ie further relied <^n 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the ED.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of 'last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. LIMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of His appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment lias 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, t c. nor acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it. is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain-not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out bis 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. Blit on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment,perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so. itvvF! oe creating another mode 
of public appointment which is * at permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while lay in t r own the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appoinlmer < is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
•persons, the same would not confer tun right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term ol his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorhed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by tallowing a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 
16 of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” 
Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE 
AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “only because an employee had worked for more 
than 240 days of service by that itself would not confer 
any legal right upon him to be regularised in service.” 
The Supreme Court also held that “the changes brought 
about by the subsequent decisions of this court probably 
having regard to the changes in the policy decisions of 
the Government in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, in view of the settled legal position, as noticed 
hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned Gounsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation ofhis service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the Five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 


of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, 1 find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended [hat in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme. 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point'to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20.. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, 1 find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri C. Sridharan 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 SriT.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M 1. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank, 
for implementation of Ex, MI. 
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Ex. No. Date 
W3 24-04-91 

W4 01-05-91 

W5 20-08-91 

W6 15-03-97 

W7 25-03-97 

W8 Nil 

W9 23-08-88 

W10 25-07-98 

Wll Nil 

W12 Nil 

W13 06-03-97 

W14 06-03-97 

W15 06-03-97 

W16 17-03-97 

W17 26-03-97 

W18 31-03-97 


Description 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kaludur Branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Neyveli Bazar Branch. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by respondebnt/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

Xerox copy of Vol.TIl of Reference book 
on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Maduri zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Maduri 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the service particulars - 
J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W19 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W21 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

W23 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of nonns—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W24 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W25 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Courtof.Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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M Irerfr, 27 SPTCT 2007 

W.3TT. 2818.—1947 (1947 
TKI 14) MT «IRT 17 VT STyFTU f[j RTF ?qfqr 

TUTRT T) TpATTfn Tp RrtTTJ ftqfcsRrf 3TR ~f4T ^EfTR'l N 
#3, nttr ^ [7[fOs srraifoar a -^rshn t-MRet 
TtTrtTT , RT W (TPU4 ATsEf 120/2004) TT fTFTma 
A»Tcff t, Ml TAMm 4BM7R ME 27-8-2007 MT 3TET ENT "TT 1 

[77. T"T-12012/399/1998-37!?3m(MT-1) ] 
3TMR gpTR. ETqF NfRTTRt 
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2818.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (M of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the-Award (Ref. No. 120/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Centra! 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/399 T 99S-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31 st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K= Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 120/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGID No. i 10 99] 

[in the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause! d) 
of nub-section (!) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen ] 

BETWEEN 

Sri D.Venunathan : I Party Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party. Management 
State Bank of India, Region-4 
T richii apalli 

, APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representativc. 

For the Management Mr.F.B,Benjamin George, 
Advocate 

AWARD 

1, The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
OrderNo. L-12012/399/98-1R (B-I) dated 08-02-/1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and ihe said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 110-99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
Alter the constitution of this-CGlT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D.No. 106/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:—-• 

"Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri D. Venunathan, wait list No. 242 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?’’ 

3. ihe allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows :— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank ol India and Ire was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Murkkeri branch from 
19-10-1985. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Conn in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees' Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank oflndia and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen w ho were denied emplownent 
alter 19S5-S6 were classified in the settlement was under 
consideration once again and they classified the workmen 
under three categories namely A, B and C. Though the 
classification was unreasonable, the Respondent Bank 
brought to the notice of the Petitioner about the interview to 
be held through advertisements. The Petitioner also 
submitted his application in the prescribed format through 
Branch Manager of the Murkkeri branch, i k was called for 
an interview by a Committee appointed by Respondent-Bank 
in this regard. But, they have not informed the result of 
interview and also with regard to appointment. Bui. the 
Petitioner was informed orally to join at the branch where he 
initially worked as a class IV ernplovee. From 
19-10-85, the Petitioner has been w ot king as a temporary 
messenger and some times performing work in other 
branches also. While working on temporary basis in 
Murkkeri branch, another advertisement by the 
Respondent, Bank was made regarding casual workers who 
were reported to be in service during the same period. 
While the Petitioner was working as such, the Manager of 
the branch informed the Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that 
his services are not required any more and he need not 
attend the office trom 1 -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a 
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dispute with regard to his non-employment. Since the 
conciliation ended in failure, the matter was referred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication. Though reference was sent to 
this Tribunal, the reference framed did not satisfy the 
grievance of the Petitioner, he has made a fresh 
representation to Govt, to reconsider the reference and the 
Petitioner requested the Respondent/Bank to continue to 
engage him in service as obtained prior to 31-3-97 and to 
regularise him in service in due course. The Respondent/ 
Bank took up an unreasonable stand that the service and 
the number of days worked by Petitioner were treated as of 
no consequence, since according to the Respondent/Bank, 
it engaged the Petitioner only in temporary services after 
the settlement. The Petitioner was not aware of settlement 
by which his services and number of days worked by him 
after interview do not merit consideration. The Petitioner 
was not a party to the settlement mentioned by the 
Respondent/Bank before the conciliation officer. Therefore, 
the Respondent’s action in not absorbing him in regular 
service is unjust and illegal. Further, the settlements are 
repugnant to Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The 
termination of the Petitioner is against the provisions of 
para 522(4) of S as try Award. Even though the settlement 
speaks about three categories only a single wait list has 
been prepared and the respondcnt/Bunk has been 
regularising according to their whims and fancies. The 
Respondent/Bank has also not observed the instructions 
regarding grant of increments, leave, medical benefits etc. 
to the temporary workmen which amounts to violation of 
relevant provisions of circular. The Respondent/Bank 
engaged the Petitioner and extracted the same work either 
by payment of petty cash or by directing him to work under 
assumed name or by both which amounts to unfair labour 
practice. The wait list suffers serious infirmities and it is 
not based on strict seniority and without any rationale. 
Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner prays to grant 
relief of regular employment in Respondent/Bank with all 
attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent iri its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. The 
Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regujur appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made witii 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
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Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87, 16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 242 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of652 waitlisted temporary employees were 
permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is false to 
allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary messenger. 
The Petitioner was engaged only in leave vacancies as and 
when it arose. When the Petitioner having submitted to 
selection process in terms of settlements drawn as per 
retrenchment provisions referred to above, cannot turn 
around and claim appointment. Such of those temporary 
employees who were appointed were engaged for more 
number of days and hence, they were appointed. Under 
the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, and 
C. Considering their temporary service and subject to other 
eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 2.40 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31 -3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees v/ere appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 242, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona tide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the Wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for circle 
of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized and 
hence not published and there is only one wait list for the 
appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry of 
wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other classaiV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the w'ait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour., 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
ail the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 242 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1 : 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary’ 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
l.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the l.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly off the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absoiption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex. Ml and the averments of M WI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause I (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to'persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absoiption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual basis 
should not be given permanent appointment in the bank 
service. Those casuals were given more beneficial treatment 
in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for interview 
and selection. But, temporary employees have not been 
informed about this amendment which includes casuals 
affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per instructions 
in Ex. W2 four types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only 
one wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. 
Those candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex. M10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW 1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further theHon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or peipetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex.M 10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no.wait list was released/published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.M 10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. M1 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners Were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the l.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.MlO wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary', mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml! interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 inW.P.No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and'more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of' 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and th.ey are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
’actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law' and implemented by the Respondent/ 
. Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in (he course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that "there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. “ Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 I LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “ settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
J.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 


the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. "He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN'AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “ settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12, But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAE 1C 345 SECRETARY, 
■KOLLAM JILL A HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, ifpoints of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. " It further held that “the Tribunal should look 
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into the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading 
of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute 
instead of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” 
Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power to go 
into the' question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated 
in service or not for which he relied on the rulings reported 
in 1998 LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAP ER 
MILLS Vs. IN DU STRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued, that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
■without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, 1 End the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be'reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy. In that case, pruning of select 
list on reduction in number of vacancies was made in view 
' of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff and a 
policy decision has been taken to reduce the number of 
vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASFIWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still born baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are Jiot entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees , whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke nut his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms ofthe relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual, wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, inCDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.'” Further, 
inCDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held 
that “it is not disputed that the appointment of the 
Respondent was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ 
within the meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of 
India, the Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its 
employees was bound to follow the recruitment rules. 
Any recruitment made in violation of such rules as also in 
violation of constitutional scheme enshrined under 
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India would be 
void in law.” Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA 
PRADESH STATE AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “only because an employee had 
worked for more than 240 days of service by that itself 
would not confer any legal right upon him to be regularised 
in service.” The Supreme Court also held that “the 
changes brought about by the subsequent decisions of 
this court probably having regard to the changes in the 
policy decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, in view of the settled legal 
position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16’. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have riot alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 


of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find they 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regulari sation in services of the 
Respondent/Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hen ce^thePet it i oners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any righfs 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim, 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this caie is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the-reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open couert on 
this day the 31 st January', 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, PresidingOfficer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri D. Venunathan 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 SriT.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. Date 
W2 20-04-88 

W3 24-04-91 

W4 01-05-91 

W5 20-08-91 

W6 15-03-97 

W7 25-03-97 

W8 Nil 

W9 8-01-87 

W10 16-11-87 

W11 Nil 

WI2 Nil 
WI3 06-03-97 

W14 06-03-97 

W15 06-03-97 

WI6 17-03-97 

W17 26-03-97 
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Description 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 

W18 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

for implementation of Ex. M1. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 

W19 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 

W20 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 

W2I 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 

W22 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 

W23 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 

W24 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Murukkeri Branch. 

W25 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

issued by Murukkeri Branch. 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 

Ml . 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

matters issued by respondent/bank 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

Xerox copyofVol. Ill of Reference book 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

on Staffmatters upto 3 1-12-95. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

messenger post-V. Muralikannan. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office for interview of messenger 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

post-J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the service particulars - 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of parttime Menial—G. Pandi. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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W.3H. 2819.—3^1* 1947 (1947 

14) sjrt 17 ^ 

*FUS*1I ^ WRHI ^ Tta Fl4U4.T sfk ^ 

, srpte Tf 4 ^F#q Wshtr 3Ti?itfw 

(Wlwn 119/2004) ^3FElfYTcT 
^7ft t, 'efr-sto 7B7FK ^ 27-8-2007 ^ 3TP7T f3TT STT I 

[TT. -^T-120l2/392/1998-3^31R(4-l)] 
3ET7 <pTR, OT7 SrfSRTtf 

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2819. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No! 19/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/392/1998-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 119/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CG1D No. 109/99] 

[In the matter ofthe dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri G.Jagadesan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,; II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEAR4NCES 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s.V.Sundar Anandan, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-12012/392/98-1R (B-l) dated 8-2-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 109/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 

l.D. No. 119/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri G. Jagadesan, wait list No. 330 for restoring the 
wait Fist of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary' basis at I I.E. Kailasapuram branch 
from 1 1-4-1985. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the H.E. 
Kailasapuram branch . He was called foran interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 1 1-4-1985, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temprorary basis in H.E. Kailasapuram branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
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1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to consider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 
25G & 25 H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner 
is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87, 16-7-88,7-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No.330 in waitlist of 
Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 waitlisted temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after. 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
3 6 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that ali the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 330, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this.Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31 -12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary' employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respoudent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respond ent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category', thus^the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6 . Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
all the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 330 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8 . In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for ■some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary' 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity' to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regular is at ion of service of the temporary' employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
..absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex. Ml and the averments of MWI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in 
Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an 
opportunity to persons who were engaged on casual basis 
and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies of 
messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of tempofary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in c.ontravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment 
of daily wage basis for regular messengerial jobs etc. are 
strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/instructions. In 
such circumstances, the absorption of casuals along with 
the eligible categories is not valid. Therefore, these persons 
who were engaged by the Respondent/Bank on casual 
basis should not be given pennanent appointment in the 
bank service. Those casuals were given more beneficial 
treatment in the matter of arriving at qualifying service for 
interview and selection. But, temporary employees have not 
been informed about this amendment which includes casuals 
affecting their interest and chance. Further, as per instructions 
in Ex. W2 four types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But 
the Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only 
one wait list for each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. 
Those candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex. M10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which are 
marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when MW 1 
has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per' 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWI and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MWI wait list under Ex. M10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case ot casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India.. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of ci r cnlar. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in l W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released/published even after 
the Court order in WMP No ; 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex. M10. does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait ist. Above all, Ex. Ml 
w'as not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held a f Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 : le Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 befoie this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement oil absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the l.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badliescasuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. " Learned representative 
further contended that Ex. M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M 10 
which has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in 
law. Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in 
accordance with the law and the spirit of the settlement, 
but in utter violation and in breach of it. Though clause 
2(e) of Ex. M 4 states that candidates found suitable for 
permanent appointment will be offered appointment against 
existing/future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and 
in case, a candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment 
or posting within the prescribed period, he will be deemed 
to have refused it and the name shall stand deleted from 
the respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show'how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme in the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “ the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country'. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 I LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED 
GLASS INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
A.P. AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that "in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
"therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. " It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 I LLJ 308 K.C. 
P. LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that " settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
(he conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I.'D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 


the settlement urn reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. 
Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement, 

12, But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that " the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the tenns of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look inio the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that "the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether lie is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. ' 

13. 1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, 1 find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, 1 find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of die unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned, counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that lie 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “ihe only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. ” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWAN1 KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself'was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. " The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity." Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to elaim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI& ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the l.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the l.D.Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made • permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC I SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person 
who accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in 
nature is not aware of his employment. He accepts the 
employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in 
a position to bargain—not at arms length since he might 
have been searching for some employment so as to eke out 
his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that 
ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee. It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held 
that “it is not disputed that the appointment of the 
Respondent was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ 
within the meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of 
India, the Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its 
employees was bound to follow the recruitment rules. 
Any recruitment made in violation of such rules as also in 
violation of constitutional scheme enshrined under 
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India would be 
void in law.” Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA 
PRADESH STATE AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “only because an employee had 
worked for more than 240 days of service by that itself 
would not confer any legal right upon him to be regularised 
in service.” The Supreme Court also held that “the 
changes brought about by the subsequent decisions of 
this court probably having regard to the changes in the 
policy decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, in view of the settled legal 
position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation ofhis sendee. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which w'ere subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation ofwait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 


of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably' having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the RespondenfrBank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view' of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, 1 find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 3! st January', 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner W WI Sri G. Jagadesan 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MWI Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked :— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai About filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengerial work. 

W9 13-06-88 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirappalli Heavy 
Electricals branch. 


Ex. No. Date Description 

Wl 8 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

SriG. Pandi. 

W19 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 


W20 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W21 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head office circular 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff 

W22 09-07-92 Xer6x copy of the minutes of Bipartite 

meeting. 

W23 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 


W24 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 


W25 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 


W10 08-10-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirappalli Heavy 
Electricals branch. 

Wll Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W12 Nil Xerox copyofVol. Ill of Reference book 

on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W13 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W14 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from M adurai 

zonal bffice For interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

W15 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 

zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W16 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars — 

J. Velmurugan. 

W17 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 


For the Respondent/Management:— 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

09-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy ofthe minutes ofconciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 


No. 1893/99. 
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W , 3 * T . 2820.—1947 (1947 

14) ^ *JKI 17 ^ 3T3TRr°T *¥, W 

^ ireRcfa ^ TTO W'jj+T 3Tft <fcq=hK| ^ 

3Tf^R^, ^ TO (TT^f Ml 1 18/2004) qft ^ifcld 

^Rcft t, of) ^-sOq *k«i»k 27-8-2007 ^ "STRT 1T3TT W 1 

[U 12012/393/ 1998-3flf3IR(#-I)J 
ST^Ff ^FF SlfR^Rt 
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2820. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref Nol 18/ 
2004) ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/393/1998-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 118/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 108/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri G.Raman : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s. V.Sundar Anandan, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/393/98-1R (B-I) dated 8-2-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 108/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 118/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri G.Raman, wait list No. 369 for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
State Bank of India and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? If 
so, to what relief the said workman is entitled?" 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Villupuram branch from 
12-04-1982, The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No! 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified' 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Villupuram branch . He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 12-04-1982, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temprorary basis in Villupuram branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1 -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
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his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 
25G & 25H of the l.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner 
is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wail list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 378 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 378, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not appiy to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents pqrf identify of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
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settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution oflndia. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
all the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section ! 8(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank, Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
ofthe Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 369 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
ofthe relevant guidelines/circulars ofthe Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights ofthe workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. MI. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-1 1 -1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A ofthe 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25u and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for ail cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MWI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization ofretrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
I is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporaiy employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
pennanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporaiy employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.M 10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MWI has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non- 
inciusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MWI wait list under Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
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there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.p.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWI and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contraiy to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex.Ml 0 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporaiy employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation ofseparate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in The Hindu dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait list 
under Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time ot conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the l.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid dnd the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as 'badlies ’ casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. " Learned representative 
further contended that Ex. M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and MI I interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme in the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 240 
days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from service is 
illegal and against the mandatory provisions of Section 25 
and therefore, they are deemed to be in continuous service 
of the Respondent/Bank and they are entitled to the benefits 
under the provisions of l.D. Act. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though some of the Petitioners 
in the connected I.Ds have not completed 240 days, since 
the Respondent/Bank has not taken into consideration and 
not included the Sundays and paid holidays as days on 
which the Petitioners have actually worked and hence, they 
have also completed 240 days in a period of 12 calendar 
months. He also relied on the rulings reported in 1985 11 
LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION Vs. 
MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN EXPRESS 
INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 'actually 
worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that those days 
only when the workmen worked with hammer, sickle or pen 
but must necessarily comprehend all those days during 
which they were in the employment of the employer and 
for which he had been paid wages either under express or 
implied contract of service or by compulsion of statute, 
standing orders etc.” It is further, argued that call letters 
produced by the Petitioner will clearly prove that the 
Respondent/Bank has conducted the interview and 
selected the temporary employees who have reported to 
have submitted their application for absorption as per the 
bank’s circular and therefore, their retrenchment is illegal. 
In all these cases, the Petitioners were in employment as 
sub staff in early 1980s but were denied further engagement 
on account of settlements/lapsing of wait lists and out of 
these Petitioners some of them have completed 240 days 
and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and they are in age group of 40 to 50 years and for no fault 
of theirs, they find themselves stranded in life midstream. 
They have also not gainfully employed. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass an award in their 
favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that "in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. " It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that "settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 
establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 


settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that "settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Govt, may refer 
for adjudication after examining the allegations as there 
is an underlying assumption that the settlement reached 
with the help of the conciliation officer must be fair and 
reasonable. ’’ Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that though it is 
alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, since the 
Federation in which the Petitioner is also one among them, 
they have entered into settlement with the bank and 
therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, he argued 
that no union of the bank has questioned the settlement 
and in such circumstances, it cannot be said that it is not 
binding on them and he is estopped from disputing the 
same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list No. given for restoring the wait list 
of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Govt, is not 
valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see whether 
the restoration of wait list can be made as contended by 
the Petitioner and not reinstatement as alleged by the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner 
it is contended that mere wording of reference is not 
decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference and he 
relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 
SECRETARY, KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP 
WORKERS UNION Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 
KOLLAM wherein the Kerala High Court has held that 
"mere wording of reference is not decisive in the matter of 
tenability of a reference. Even though the Tribunal cannot 
go beyond the order of reference, if points of difference 
are discernible from the material before it, it has only on 
duty and that is to decide the points on merits and not to 
find out some technical defects in the wording of reference, 
subjecting the poor workman to hardship involved in 
moving the machinery’ again. ” It further held that “the 
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Tribunal should look into the pleading and find out the 
exact nature of pleading of the Petitioner to find out the 
exact nature of dispute instead of refusing to answer the 
reference on merits.” Further, he argued that the Tribunal 
has got power to go into the question whether the Petitioner 
is to be reinstated in service or not for which he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1664 VAN 
SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the Madhya Pradesh High 
Court has held that ‘"the Tribunal cannot go behind the 
terms of reference, but that does not mean that it cannot 
look into the pleadings of parties.” He also relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 A. SAMBANTHAN 
Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR COURT, MADRAS, 
wherein it has been held that “it has been repeatedly held 
that the Labour Court should not attempt to consider the 
order under reference in a technical manner or a pedantic 
manner, but should consider the order of reference in a fair 
and reasonable manner.” He also argued that in Express 
Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 1993 SC 569 the 
Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal has jurisdiction 
to consider all incidental matters also and the order of 
reference should not be construed in the manner which 
would prolong the industrial adjudication. The Labour Court 
is expected to decide the real nature of disputes between 
the parties and with that object in view, it should consider 
the order of reference in a fair and reasonable manner, 
though the order of reference is not happily framed nor 
was it framed to the high expectation ofthe Labour Court.” 
Relying on all these decisions, the representative for the 
Petitioner argued that though in the reference, it is not 
mentioned that whether the retrenchment is valid or not, 
from the pleadings it is clear that the Petitioners have been 
retrenched from the Respondent/Bank and therefore, this 
Tribunal can look into the pleadings ofthe Petitioners and 
can decide whether the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated 
in service as alleged by him and whether he is entitled to 
the back wages as alleged by him. Therefore, the argument 
advanced on the side of the Respondent that it is beyond 
the scope of reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions ofthe Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. 1JEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 

that the only question which falls for determination 
\in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
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in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view ofthe impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory. He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are ofthe opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry ofthe 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
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door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and ^circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC I ASHWAN1 KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby, Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity .” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have riot appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR 
AND ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they 
are temporary employees working on daily wages. Under 
these circumstances, their disengagement from service 
cannot be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. 
Act. The concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be 
stretched to such an extent as to cover these employees. 


Since they are only daily wage employees and have no 
right to the posts, their disengagement is not arbitrary.” 
He further relied on the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ 
(Supp) 754 wherein the Rajasthan High Court has held that 
“Under Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC I SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary' employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term, of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
■permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
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Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOM VIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
ofpurported period of probation would not arise.” Further 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held 
that “it is not disputed that the appointment of the 
Respondent was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ 
within the meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of 
India, the Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its 
employees was bound to follow the recruitment rules. 
Any recruitment made in violation of such rules as also in 
violation of constitutional scheme enshrined under 
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India would be 
void in law.” Further, in.2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA 
PRADESH STATE AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORA^ ION Vs. S.C. PANDEY wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “only because an employee had 
worked for more than 240 days of service by that itself 
would not confer any legal right upon him to be regularised 
in service.” The Supreme Court also held that “the 
changes brought about by the subsequent decisions of 
this court probably having regard to the changes in the 
policy decisions of the Government in the wake of 
prevailing market economy, globalisation, privatisation 
and outsourcing is evident, in view of the settled legal 
position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Fedeiation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 


of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent/Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bankas alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, 1 find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. No 
Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

•(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 
31st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri G. Raman 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 SriT.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked 

Ex.No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers 
in Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy ofthe circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai About filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 


W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instructions in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches 
to do messengerial work. 

W9 

15-07-82 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

WIO 

04-07-84 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

W1I 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

WI2 

Nil 

Xerox copy of Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W13 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W14 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office For interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

W15 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan. 

W16 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars 
— J. Velmurugan. 

W17 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 


selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W18 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W19 

Feb. 2005 Xerox copy ofthe pay slip of T. Sekarfor 
the month of February, 2005 wait list No. 
395 of Madurai Circle. 

W20 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W2I 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office Circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W22 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

W23 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time genera! attendants. 

W24 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W25 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

MI 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

09-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy ofthe settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy ofthe minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Triehy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A, 


No. 1893/99, 
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W.3TT. 2821.—] 947 (1947 
14) ^ m 

^ afh: T&bm y ^ 

^ 3 7TTOK S^im 

^ TO (^f TRMI 125/2004) ^Fl wf?TcT 
t, ^ W^R 27-8-2007 3TFcT |>3TT STf I 

^-12012/276/1998-3^31R(4-I)] 
3^T ^TRK, srfroft 
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2821.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No 125/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/276/1998-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT: Shri K, Jayaraman, 
Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 125/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGID No. i 16/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (i) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri R. Vijayakumaran : 1 Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-1 

Trichirapalli, 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : Mr. F.B.Benjamin George, 
Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry' of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/276/98-IR (B-I) dated 09-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 116/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D. No. 125/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri R. Vijayakumaran, wait list No. 534 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Sripuranthan branch from 
14-04-1988. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Sripuranthan branch . He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 14-04-1988, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temprorary basis in Sripuranthan branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
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1 -4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement.. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 
25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner 
is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87, 16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No.534 in waitlist of 
Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
•submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
Other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31 -3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no reguiar vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 534, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim- for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed w r orkmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
all the settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of 
India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act 
and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence^ the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 534 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)j 


Point No, 1 : 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
ofthe relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the pennanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service ofthe temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Responcu .iTManagement. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17- II -1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A ofthe 
I D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right lor appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & 1C 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.Ml and the averments of MWI and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go* or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 
1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml provides an opportunity 
to persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed 
to work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengeriai 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengeriai jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.MlO were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.Ml 0 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-1 1-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MWI has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MWI wait list under Ex.MlO was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MWI and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of M WI wait list under Ex.M 10 comprises 
of both messengeriai and non-messengeriai candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not^so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P, No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
"'to employ workmen as ’badlies’, casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex, M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme, In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and mofe in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25 B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of l.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected l.Ds have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the l.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LU 323 ASSOCIATED Gl/ASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL' A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the Union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated fay fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 11 LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that " there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in,19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the. course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 


the settlement was reached with a representative union .of 
which the contesting workmen were members and ij there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “ settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in. nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter oftenability of a reference and he retied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UN ION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. " It further held that “ the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LABIC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPERMILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages asltlleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is. 
without any substance. 

13. 1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, 1 find this 
Tribunal is entitled to .go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of.the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND ' 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiiy of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991' 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the waif list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs.PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to tlie existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 


[^mi-TsP^-3(ii)] 


W TUm : 29, 2007/3^Tf?^T 7, 1929 


8285 


at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year; it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 11 SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity .” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VI DYARTHI&ORS. Vs. STATE OFB1HAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the l.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of'the l.D.Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of 1 last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in'the-scrriuces of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC I SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARN ATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that ‘‘merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of- 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person 
who accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in 
nature is not aware of his employment. He accepts the 
employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in 
a position to bargain—not at arms length since he might 
have been searching for some employment so as to eke out 
his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that 
ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary' employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a 
due process of selection as envisaged by relevant ndes.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOM VIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJ ANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held 
that “it is not disputed that the appointment of the 
Respondent was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State 5 
within the meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of 
India, the Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its 
employees was bound to follow the recruitment rules. 
Any recruitment made in violation of such rules as also in 
violation of constitutional scheme enshrined under 
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India would be 
void in law.” Further, in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA 
PRADESH STATE AGRO INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION Vs. S.C, PANDEY wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “only because an employee had 
worked for more than 240 days of service by that itself 
would not confer any legal right upon him to be regularised 
in service.” The Supreme Court also held that “the 
changes brought about by the subsequent decisions of 
this court probably having regard to the changes in the 
policy decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, in view of the settled legal 
position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation ofwait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the content ion of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 


of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent/Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, i find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 31st 
January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer • 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WWI Sri R.Vijayakumaran 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex, No. Date 
W3 24-04-91 

W4 01-05-91 

W5 20-08-91 

W6 15-03-97 

W7 25-03-97 

W8 Nil 

W9 Nil 

W10 Nil 

WII Nil 

W12 06-03-97 

W13 06-03-97 

W14 06-03-97 

W15 17-03-97 

W16 26-03-97 

W17 31-03-97 


Description 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers in 
Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai About filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of massenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches to 
do messengeriai work. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Sripuranthan Branch 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

Xerox copy of the Vo 1. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Maduri zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V, Muralikannan. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Madurai 
zonal office For interview of messenger 
post—K. Subburaj. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from Maduri 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the service particulars — 
J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection ofpart time Meniak—G. Pandi. 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date Description 

W18 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar 
for the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No, 395 of Madurai Circle. 


W19 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W20 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W21 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

W22 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the ssettlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W23 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants, 

W24 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of 
temporary employees in subordinate 
cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy ofthe order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module, 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
Nos. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No, 1893/99. 
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[U^T-12012/275/1998-3nf3TR (^-1)] 
M -$m, 3jf*RFRt 

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2822. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No 124/ 
2004) ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/275/1998-IR (B-J)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 124/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 115/99] 

[In the matter ofthe dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri P. Ramadas : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Batik of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

: Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 
Authorised 
Representative. 

: Mr. F. B. Benjamin 
George, Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-I2012/275/98-IR(B-I) dated 09-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has 


taken the dispute on its file as CGID No. 115/99 and issued 
notices to both parties. Both sides entered appearance 
and filed their claim statement and counter statement 
respectively. After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum- 
Labour Court, the said dispute has been transferred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered 
itasI.D.No. 124/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Shri P. Ramadas, wait list No. 232 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment Exchange 
for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State Bank of 
India and he was given appointment as messenger after an 
interview and medical examination. He was appointed on 
temporary basis at Kattur ADB branch from 1986. The 
Petitioner was orally informed that his services were no 
more required. The non-employment of the Petitioner and 
others became subject matter before Supreme Court in the 
form of Writ Petition filed by State Bank Employees’ Union 
in Writ Petition No, 542/87 which was taken up by the 
Supreme Court. The Respondent/Bank, in addition to its 
counter, filed a copy of settlement under Section 18(1) 
reached between management of State Bank of India and 
All India State Bank of India Staff Federation and the 
settlement is with regard to absorption of Class IV temporary 
workmen who were denied employment after 1985-86 were 
classified in the settlement was under consideration once 
again and they classified the workmen under three 
categories namely A, B and C. Though the classification 
was unreasonable, the Respondent/Bank brought to the 
notice of the Petitioner about the interview to be held 
through advertisements. The Petitioner also submitted his 
application in the prescribed format through Branch 
Manager of the Kattur ADB branch. He was called for an 
interview by a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank 
in this regard. But, they have not informed the result of 
interview and also with regard to appointment. But, the 
Petitioner was informed orally to join at the branch where 
he initially worked as a class IV employee. From 1986, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Kattur ADB branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such,the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 


For the Petitioner 


For the Management 
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h'S non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the l.D. Act. The tennination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits." 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(l)and 18(3) ofl.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 232 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to 1 apse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 232, he was not appointed. The said settlements 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped 
from questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and 
his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. TheTamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
permanent messenger. As per settlements, vacancies upto 
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31-12-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of 
daily wages was not finalized and hence not published and 
there is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has 
no claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with 
costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the* effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated all the 
settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of India 
Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act and 
not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner, Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour, 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are - 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 232 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 

_ regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only of the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular 
instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to 
time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.Ml and the 
averments ofMW l and MW2 and their testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A, B and C\ but this categorization of‘A, 
B & C’ is quite opposed to the doctrine of‘last come—first 
go’ or ‘first come— last go’ and therefore, the 
categorization in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml 
provides an opportunity to persons who were engaged on 
casual basis and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies 
of messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do messengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the 
appointment of daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casuals along with the eligible categories is not valid. 
Therefore, these persons who were engaged by the 
Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex. W2 four 
types of whiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based 
on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW I has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non- 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 


MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 comparises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released/published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.M 10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged In leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
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them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies’, casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal.” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contraiy to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the RespondentfBank has not acted in accordance 
with the iaw and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery' as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW I. Therefore, the termination of the 
Peti tioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary’ employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 


of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory’ provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected l.Ds have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that "the expression 
'actually worked under the employer’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
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length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LU323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs, MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORAT ION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same . 7b that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ’’ Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the. course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 


of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 
the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. " He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. 
Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at 
by the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there 
being goodwill between them. When there is a dispute 
that the settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has 
been arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM J1LLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that " mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on dut]‘ and that is to decide 
the points on merits and net to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery> 
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again. ” It further held that "the Tribunal should look 
into the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading 
of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute 
instead of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” 
Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power to go 
into the question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated 
in service or not for which he relied on the rulings reported 
in 1998 LAB IC 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also 
argued that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in 
AIR 1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the 
Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters 
also and the order of reference should not be construed in 
the manner which would prolong the industrial 
adjudication. The Labour Court is expected to decide the 
real nature of disputes between the parties and with that 
object in view, it should consider the order of reference in 
a fair and reasonable manner, though the order of reference 
is not happily framed nor was it framed to the high 
expectation of the Labour Court.” Relying on all these 
decisions, the representative for the Petitioner argued that 
though in the reference, it is not mentioned that whether 
the retrenchment is valid or not, from the pleadings it is 
clear that the Petitioners have been retrenched from the 
Respondent/Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look 
into the pleadings of the Petitioners and can decide whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged 
by him and whether he is entitled to the back wages as 
alleged by him. Therefore, the argument advanced on the 
side of the Respondent that it is beyond the scope of 
reference is without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V. V1JEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 


in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminator)'.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB 1C 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. P1ARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that ever)' ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 




[’qPfH-Tgp^ 3(ii)j 


29, 2007/^TTf^R 7, 1929 


8295 


door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
'unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 11 SCC I ASH WAN! KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts, “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity.” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR V1DYARTH1 & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporaiy employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the l.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 


only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Slipp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the l.D. Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors. Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the'Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporaiy employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person 
who accepts an engagement either temporaiy or casual in 
nature is not aware of his employment. He accepts the 
employment with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in 
a position to bargain—not at arms length since he might 
have been searching for some employment so as to eke out 
his livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that 
ground alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that ‘ ‘unless the appointment is in terms ofthe relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporaiy employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
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Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise. 5 ’ Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list ar number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have net questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 


of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, 1 find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary' employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Gov't, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dicated to the P.A., transcribed typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
say the 3 1st January', 2007.) 

K. JA YARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri P. Ramadoss 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MWI Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

WI 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. ML 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. Date Description Ex. No. Date Description 


W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers 
in Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular fetter of Zonal 

Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies a,nd filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instructions in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches 
to do messengerial work. 

W9 04-01-88 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Kattur ADB Branch. 

W10 08-02-93 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Tiruchirapalli Town branch. 

Wll 23-09-94 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tennur branch. 

W12 29-01-94 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Tiruchirapalli Z.O. branch. 

W13 23-06-96 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Kattur ADB Branch. 

W14 23-06-98 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Kattur ADB Branch. 

W15 Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment- to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions, 

W16 NU Xerox copy of Vol. Ill of Reference 

book on Staff matters upto 31 -12-95. 

W17 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai Zonal Office for interview of 
messenger post—-V. Muralikannan. 

W18 064)3-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai Zonal Office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

W19 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai Zonal Office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan. 


W20 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars — 

J. Velmurugan. 

W21 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising selection 

of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W22 31-03-97 Xerox copy of the appointment order to 

Sri G. Pandi. 

W23 Feb. 2005 Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar for 
the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W24 13-02-95 Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 

circular letter about engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W25 09-11-92 Xerox copy of the Head office circular 

No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W26 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 

meeting. 

W27 09-07-92 Xerox copy of the settlement between 

Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W28 07-02-06 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about conversion of part time 
employees, and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W29 31-12-85 Xerox copy of the local Head Office 

circular about appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ml I7-H-87 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 16-07-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 27-10-88 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 09-01-91 Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 30-07-96 Xerox copy of the settlement, 

M6 09-06-95 Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 28-05-91 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91, 

M8 15-05-98 Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 

No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 10-07-99 Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SEP No. 3082/99. 

M10 Nil Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 25-10-99 Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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[R. TieT-12012/241 /1998-3Jl|3iR(#-I) ] 
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New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2823.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No 123/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/241 /1998-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

i'j- 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 123/2004 
[Princ ipal Labour Court CGID No. 113/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri C. Raman : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,; II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised 

Representative. 

For the Management : Mr. F. B. Benjamin 

George, Advocates 

AWARD 

I. The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-120I2/241/98-IR (B-I) dated 08-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has 


taken the dispute on its file as CGID No. 113/99 and issued 
notices to both parties. Both sides entered appearance 
and filed their claim statement and Counter Statement 
respectively. After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum- 
Labour Court, the said dispute has been transferred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered 
itasl.D.No. 123/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman 

Shri C. Raman wait list No. 378 for restoring the wait 

list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 

State Bank of India and consequential appointment 

thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? If 

so, to what relief the said workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:—* 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment Exchange 
for the post of sub-staff in Class IV cadre in State Bank of 
India and he was given appointment as messenger after an 
interview and medical examination. He was appointed on 
temporary basis at Villupuram main branch from 
04-06-1981. The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Villupuram Main branch. He was called for an interview by 
a Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard.' 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 4-6-1981, the Petitioner 
has been working as a temporary messenger and some 
time performing work in other branches also. While working 
on temporary basis in Villupuram Main branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such,the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
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his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank before 
the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s action 
in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and illegal. 
Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 25G & 
25H of the l.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner is 
against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 
Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 


17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 369 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, . 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut oft date was 
extended up to 31 -3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 369, he was not appointed. The said settlements 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is estopped 
from questioning the settlements directly or indirectly and 
his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the said settlements 
were not questioned by any union so far and the settlements 
of bank level settlements and operated throughout the 
country. TheTamil Nadu Industrial Establishment 
(Conferment of Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981 
does not apply to Respondent/Bank and this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. It is not correct to 
say that documents and identity of Petitioner was verified 
before the Petitioner was engaged. It is also not correct to 
say that the Petitioner was discharging the work of 
permanent messenger. Jas per settlements, vacancies upto 
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31-12-94 were filled up against the waited list of temporary 
employees and vacancies for 1995-96 has to be filled up 
against the wait list drawn for appointment of daily wages/ 
casual labour. Further, for circle of Chennai wait list of 
daily wages was not finalized and hence not published and 
there is only one wait list for the appointment of temporary 
employees. After the expiry of wait list, the Petitioner has 
no claim for permanent absorption. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with 
costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner.prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the Counter 
Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated all the 
settlements made by the bank with the State Bank of India 
Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of the Act and 
not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per recruitment 
rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of class IV staff 
in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance with the 
instructions laid down under codified circulars of the 
Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 378 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/ 
Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption ’ of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-1 1-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. S ATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted only for the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only, to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular 
instructions of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to 
time in connection with the implementation of the 
settlements on absorption and which are statutory in 
character. Further, a combined study of Ex.Ml and the 
averments of MW1 and MW2 and their'testimonies during 
the cross-examination will clearly show how the bank has 
given a raw deal to the Petitioner from the beginning linking 
his future with the settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml 
deals with categorization of retrenched temporary 
employees into ‘A, B and C\ but this categorization of‘A, 
B & C’ is quite opposed to the doctrine of‘last come—first 
go’ or ‘first come— last go’ and therefore, the 
categorization in Clause 1 is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex.Ml 
provides an opportunity to persons who were engaged on 
casual basis and allowed to work in leave/casual vacancies 
of messengers, farashes, cash coolies, water boys, sweepers 
etc. for absorption along with the other eligible categories 
of temporary employees is not valid. Further, engaging 
casuals to do tncssengerial work is in contravention of the 
guidelines mentioned in Reference Book on Staff matters, 
copy of which is marked as Ex.W8. Further, the 
appointment of daily wage basis for regular messengerial 
jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per bank’s circulars/ 
instructions. In such circumstances, the absorption of 
casuals along with the eligible categories is not valid. 
Therefore, these persons who were engaged by the 
Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-1 1-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 


MW1 wait list under Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 
there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW 1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex.M 10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
c asuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.M 10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document, it is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appommier^ w ’n leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
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them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has perfonned the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as 'badlies' casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. " Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show ho\y he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements w'hich are marked 
as Ex. MI to M5, Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it w'as implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 


of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on w'hich the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
w here in the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only w'hen the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for w'hich he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
w'ere in employment as sub staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the ID. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim ofthe Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
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length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 I LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED 
GLASS INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
A.P. AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. " It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But. 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that " settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under section 18(3). A settlement 
of the first category has limited application and binds 
merely parties to it and settlement of the second category 
made with a recognised majority union has extended 
application as it will be binding on all workmen of the 


establishment. Even in case of the first category, if the 
settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469 NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. 
Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may> 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent"further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list No. given for restoring the wait list 
of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
"G not valid. Further, m this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL.TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is “not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
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again. ” It further held that “the Tribunal should look into 
the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
w'hether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. 1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, 1 find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question w'hether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, 1 find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K. V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 


in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 
in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object .with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of w-ait list w-as made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB 1C 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
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door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other, 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
’be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable. Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the orders 
of lower Courts.” He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1997II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND OTHERS Vs. 
STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein the Full Bench 
of the Supreme Court has considered the above 
regularisation of appointment in excess of sanctioned posts. 
“So far as the question of confirmation of these employees 
whose entry itself was illegal and void is concerned, it is to 
be noted that question of confirmation or regularisation of 
an irregularly appointed candidate would arise, if the 
candidate concerned is appointed in an irregular manner or 
on ad-hoc basis against an available vacancy which is 
already sanctioned. But, if the initial entry itself is 
unauthorised and is not against any sanctioned vacancy, 
question of regularising the incumbent on such a non¬ 
existing vacancy would never survive for consideration 
and even if such purported regularisation or confirmation 
is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It would amount 
to decorating a still bom baby. Under these circumstances, 
there was no occasion to regularise them or to give them 
valid confirmation. The so called exercise of confirming 
these employees, therefore, remained a nullity.” Therefore, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that these 
temporary employees were appointed only due to 
exigencies and they have not appointed against any regular 
vacancy and they have only appointed in leave vacancies 
and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any absorption 
in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on the rulings 
reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU KUMAR 
VIDYARTHI & ORS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND ORS. 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 


only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 
their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under Section 
25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure following 
principle of ‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissibleFurther, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointmentwas not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
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Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under .Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. 
S.C, PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“only because an employee had worked for more than 240 
days of service by that itself would not confer any legal 
right upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme 
Court also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim reguiarisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they' have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account. 


of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements. Under such circumstances, 1 find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or reguiarisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for reguiarisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Govt, in the wake of prevailing market 
economy, globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is 
evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to claim 
reguiarisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as 
alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 : 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dicated to the P.A., transcribed typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this say the 31st 
January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri C. Raman 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T. L. Selvaraj 
Documents Marked;— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. 
W3 

W4 

W5 

W6 

W7 

W8 

W9 

W10 

Wll 

W12 

W13 

W14 

W15 

W16 

W17 

W18 

W19 
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Date Description 

24- 04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 

Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers 
in Messenger vacancies. 

01 -05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

25- 03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 

Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Nil Xerox copy of the instructions in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches 
to do messengerial work. 

07-06-84 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram Branch. 

27-12-88 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirapalli branch. 

26- 09-90 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Villupuram branch. 

02-12-94 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tindivanam branch. 

Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
care & service conditions. 

Nil Xerox copy of Vol. ill of Reference 

book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office For interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office For interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan. 

17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars 
— J. Velmurugan. 

26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W20 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W21 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar for 
the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W22 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W23 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head Office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W24 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of Bipartite 
meeting. 

W25 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India Staff 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W26 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W27 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 


circular about Appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 


For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

09-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 


3855 GI/2007—47 
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[TT. T^T-12012/395/1998-3ITf3nT(^-I)] 
3T : 3FT g>MK, '3Tf^i c b10 

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2824.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 122/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/395/1998-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LA BOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 3 1st January, 2007 

PRESENT: Shri K. Jayaraman, 
Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 122/2004 

[Principal*Labour Court CGID No. 112/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri N.Sengalani : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s.V.Sundar Anandan, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/395/98-IR (B-I) dated*08-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No.l 12/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D.No. 122/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows:— 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri N.Sengalani, wait list No. 416 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows :— 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Villupuram branch from 
18-11-1981 .The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 3 8(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were, denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Villupuram branch . He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 18-13-1981, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
sometimes performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temprorary basis in Villupuram branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
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1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary' services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. 7 he Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to Sections 
25G &25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the Petitioner 
is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry Award. 
Even though the settlement speaks about three categories 
only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of I.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87, 16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 416 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut otf date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 416, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 198 i does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not: correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre" of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6 . Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P. No. 7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1 -91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(0 “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 416 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8 . In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex.M 1 and the averments of MW 1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C\ but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 1 
is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex. Ml provides an opportunity to 
persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed to 
work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex.M 10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex.M 10 that it was prepared based on 
the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex.Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW I has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW 1 wait list under Ex.M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW 1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition ofMWl wait list under Ex.M 10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instruct ions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.M 10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all. Ex. M1 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M1 to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and MI 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25 F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions.of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected l.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expressio/7 
‘actually worked under the employer ' cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the l.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bonafide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LLJ 3 23 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. “ Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that "there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. “ Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 


the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “ settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
good will between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. " It further held that " the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. 1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, 1 find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. 
SHANKAR PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank 
informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one 
year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel 
was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent 
appointment in the services of the bank. Considering the 
object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that 
it was a yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion 
that the Respondents did not get any right because of 
inclusion of their names in the said panel for permanent 
absorption in the services of the bank. Whatever 
conditional right they had come to an end with the expiry 
of the panel. The claim of the Respondents as contained in 
the W.P. was thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned 
Single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided 
the appeal were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and 
the appeal respectively.” He further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “candidates included in merit list has no indefeasible 
right to appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying 
on all these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. P1ARAS1NGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now' coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available, for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders { Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but ajudicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWAN1 KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still born baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity. ” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR 
AND ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they 
are temporary employees working on daily wages. Under 
these circumstances, their disengagement from service 
cannot be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. 
Act. The concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be 
stretched to such an extent as to cover these employees. 
Since they are only daily wage employees and have no 


right to the posts, their disengagement is not arbitrary.” 
He further relied on the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ 
(Supp.) 754 wherein the Rajasthan High Court has held 
that “Under Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment 
procedure following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not 
mandatory but only directory, on sufficient grounds 
shown, the employer is permitted to depart from the said 
principle retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” 
Though in this case, the Petitioner has alleged that his 
juniors have been made permanent in banking service, he 
has not established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that ‘ ‘merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he'would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain-not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, it 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
ofthe Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services ofthe 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, 1 find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WWlSri N. Sengalani 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 

MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. Ml. 
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Ex. No. Date 
W3 24-04-91 

W4 01-05-91 

W5 20-08-91 

W6 15-03-97 

W7. 25-03-97 

W8 Nil 

W9 08-08-88 
W10 10-08-88 

W11 16-08-88 

W12 18-08-88 

W13 Nil 

W14 Nil 

W15 06-03-97 

W16 06-03-97 

W17 06-03-97 

W18 17-03-97 

W19 26-03-97 


Description 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers 
in Messenger vacancies. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualify ing 
service to daily wagers. 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches 
to do messengerial work. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Manalurpet branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Periaseralai branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/Bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

Xerox copy of Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger posk—K. Subburaj. 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the service particulars 
— J. Velmurugan. 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W20 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W21 

Feb.2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar for 
the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W22 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W23 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff 

W24 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W25 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W26 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W27 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy af the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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■SR3CT, 2825. —alteftflwfaeiK 3#riWT, 1947 (1947 

14) tJTCT 17 ^ Tfe % 3W 

^ Usfarfa ^ 7TO M3Rjf sfk =h44>kT ^ 
#3, Tf sflsjtfw 3 TR^K 4sfef 
SlfqWT, %| ^ W (W? WIT 175/2004) y^lftld 

t, ^ q^7 TRTTt 27-8-2007 3HRT f3TT *TT 1 

[U T^eT-12012/554/1998-33lf3TR(^-I)] 
3p3R <3>HK, Sff^TTf 

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2825. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby'publishes the Award (Ref. No. 175/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/554/1998-IR (B-I)j 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 31st January, 2007 
PRESENT; Shri K. Jayaraman, 
Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 175/2004 
[Principal Labour Court CGID No.272/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri P. Kaliamurthy : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-1 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s.K.S.Sundar, Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/554/98-IR(B-I) dated 23-04-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No.272/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cuin-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
I.D.No. 175/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri P. Kaliamurthy, wait list No. 349 for restoring the 
wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Villupuram branch from 
22-09-1982.The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the 
Villupuram branch . He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 22-09-1982, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some times performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temporary basis in Villupuram branch , another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
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1-4-97. Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to 
Sections 25G & 25H of the I.D. Act. The termination of the 
Petitioner is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry 
Award. Even though the settlement speaks about three 
categories only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of l.D. Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait fisted as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of I.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 349 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait fist 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait fisted candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 349, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 
It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 
It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily ■wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, w'herein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18( 1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 349 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?*’ 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches’/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of thb settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex. Ml and the averments of MW 1 and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 1 
is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex. Ml provides an opportunity to 
persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed to 
work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex. W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based 
on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex. MI, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW I has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW I wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex. Ml 0 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with tlie instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released/published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 1 1932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.M 10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. Ml 0 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is stiil in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not vaiid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are aiso violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
“to employ workmen as ‘badlies casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
iegal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and aiso bad in iaw. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach o'f it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment wiii be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shali stand deleted from the 
respective pane! and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, maia fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which aiieged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement m)r 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. M i to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P.No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme. In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioher’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12xaiendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected l.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer ’ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of i2 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 19911LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that "in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 11.89 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
"therefore a settlement arrived at in the course oj the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary> law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 ICC. P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
I.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 


the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. “ Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, ifpoints of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that " the Tribunal should look into 
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the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading of 
the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute instead 
of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” Further, he 
argued that the Tribunal has got power to go into the 
question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated in service 
or not for which he relied on the rulings reported in 1998 
LAB 1C 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER MILLS 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB 1C 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that ‘ ‘the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to. decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court,” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB 1C 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARASINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary' employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be just ified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC I ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
would amount to decorating a still bom baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity .” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 H1MANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC I SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made bv following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “it is not as if, the person who 
accep ts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position 
to bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength cf such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, inCDJ 2006SC443NATOs aLFERTILIZERS 







8326 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/AS VINA 7,1929 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question f confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service. ” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its.own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, I find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, I find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dicated to the P.A., transcribed typed by him, 
correcxted and pronounced by me in the open court on 
this say the 31st Januaiy, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri P. Kaliamurthy 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers 
in Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

01-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

20-08-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches 
to do messengerial work. 

W9 

15-12-83 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

W10 

09-10-84 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

Wll 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

W12 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

W13 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

W14 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

W15 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Villupuram branch. 

W16 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 

W17 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W18 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W19 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

W20 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 


Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Velmurugan. 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W21 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars — 
J. Velmurugan. 

W22 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising selection 
of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 

W23 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
SriG. Pandi. 

W24 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip ofT. Sekar for 
the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W25 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W26 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W27 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W28 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W29 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W30 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. • • 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 


No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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W.3TT. 2826.—3#TfWT, 1947 (1947 
14) ^ 17 stff 

^ 3T4TO ^ FTO fpfrrf sfk ^44il0' ^ 
#3, 3^'^ 3 3Mfw feK 
3lfeTJT, ^ TO (wf TTCs3T 151/2004) ^ T FF l fV l cf 
t, ^ 'a^k TR4FR 4^ 27~8~2007 ^ W<T ^3IT SIT I 

[4 ^-12012/284/1998“37if3iR(^-l)] 
3T3PT c£Hk, 3lf^=hl0 
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2826. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 151/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/284/1998-1 R(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 3 1st January, 2007 

PRESENT: Shri K. Jayaraman, 
Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 151/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CG1D No. 159/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri R. Kamaraj : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: 11 Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-1 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s.K.S.Sundar,Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government M in istry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/284/98-1R (B-I) dated 1 1-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 


Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 
the dispute on its file as CGID No. 159/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
ID. No. 151/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman 
Sri R. Kamaraj, wait list No. 635 for restoringthe wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
State Bank of India and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified? If 
so, to what relief the said workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Palakarai (Trichy) branch 
from 23-06-1987.The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Palakkarai 
branch . He was called for an interview by a Committee 
appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. But, they 
have not informed the result of interview and also with 
regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was informed 
orally to join at the branch where he initially worked as a 
class IVemployee. From 23-06-1987, the Petitioner has been 
working as a temporary messenger and some times 
performing work in other branches also. While working on 
temprorary basis in Trichy Main branch, another 
advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 3 1-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
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1-4-97- Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to 
Sections 25G&25H of the I.D. Act, The termination of the 
Petitioner is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry 
Award. Even though the settlement speaks about three 
categories only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has also not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions of circular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extracted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on’strict seniority and without 
any rationale. Hence, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service. Hence, the 
question of regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. The settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) ofl.D. Act in lieu ofprovisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona fide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that he was wait listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not be absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by State Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11-87,16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
ofl.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 635 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees'who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 31-3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 635, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so far 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea. 

It is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified before the Petitioner was engaged. 

It is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12-94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees and vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV category, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6. Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 18(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(0 “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 

List No. 635 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8. In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. Ml. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and iljegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidelines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
I.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in, 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalf of the Petitioner that Ex. W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further-, a 
combined study of Ex. Ml and the averments ofMWl and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of ‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 1 
is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex. M1 provides an opportunity to 
persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed to 
work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash coolies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengerial 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengerial jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex.M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW 1 is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M10 that it was prepared based 
on the settlement dated 17-11-87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but he has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW1 wait list under Ex.M 10 comprises 
of both messengerial and non-messengerial candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely wait list is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex.M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular. Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was released / published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 1 1932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursuant to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ dated 1-8-88. Furthermore, wait 
list under Ex.M 10 does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the time of initial 
appointment that their appointment was in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
"to employ workmen as ‘badlies casuals or temporaries 
and to continue them as such for many years with the 
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. ” Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination of the 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 which alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6-75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml 1 interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMPNo. 11932/91 in W.P.No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme, In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 


case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandatory provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent/Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected I.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent/Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 II LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that "the expression 
‘actually worked under the employer ‘ cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc.” It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent/Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this, the learned senior counsel 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the I.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim of the Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 1 LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before thd Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
"therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that "there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
Jides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(1) of the 
l.D. Act and (it) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 


the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which the contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC 469NATIONAL ENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government may 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
there is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must be 
fair and reasonable. " Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

11. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
KOLLAM JILLA HOTEL AND SHOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that " mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, if points of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved m moving the machinery 
again. " If further hdd iL&i "the fitibunui should look 
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into the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading 
of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute 
instead of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” 
Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got pow r er to go 
into the question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated 
in service or not for which he relied on the rulings reported 
in 1998 LAB IC1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs^RESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference in a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on all these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. I find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, I find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V. VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits, In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKAR 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said panel for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARS AN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB 1C 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs, PI ARASINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow' 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but a judicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC I ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself w'as illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy w'hich is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility. It 
w'ould amount to decorating a still born baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity .” Therefore, teamed counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 H1MANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily w'age employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 w'herein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the I.D. Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of‘last come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds showm, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
w'ere made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has w'orked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
w'ith open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it w'ould not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.” 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of purported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ 2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SUR1NDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
ofthe Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
aiso held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner 
has not been appointed for regular post nor has he been 
appointed in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the 
Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation of his service. 
Further, when they have not been questioned the five 
settlements entered into between the Respondent/Bank 
and Federation and since they have not questioned the 
wait list prepared by the Respondent/Bank, they are not 
entitled to dispute the same and they are estopped from 
doing so. Further, their prayer before the labour authorities 
was only to restore the wait list and also for appointment 
thereon as temporary messenger as per wait list. Under 
such circumstances, after expiry of the period mentioned 
in the settlements which were subsequently amended by 
settlements, the Petitioners cannot now question either 
the preparation of wait list or number allotted to them. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be questioned by the 
Petitioner. 

17.1 find much force in the contention ofthe learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation of wait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 


other inducements. Under such circumstances, I find the 
Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, 1 find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights 
for regularisation, merely because they have completed 
240 days of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar 
months and the Supreme Court has also held that each 
case must be considered on its own merit and the changes 
brought about by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court probably having regard to the changes in the policy 
decisions of the Government in the wake of prevailing 
market economy, globalisation, privatisation and 
outsourcing is evident, 1 find the Petitioner is not entitled 
to claim regularisation or reinstatement in the Respondent/ 
Bank as alleged by him. Therefore, 1 find this point against 
the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dicated to the P.A., transcribed typed by him, 
correcxted and pronounced by me in the open court on 
this say the 3 1st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WW1 Sri R. Kamaraj 

WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 SriT.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex.No. Date Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued by Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. M1. 
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Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W3 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers 
in Messenger vacancies. 

W4 

01-05-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 

20-08-91 

Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 

15-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zona! 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding .identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the instruction in 
Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches 
to do messengerial work. 

W9 

13-08-6 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Palakkarai branch. 

WIO 

17-02-92 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Tiruchirapalli branch. 

Wll 

1993 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Trichy branch. 

W12 

05-02-94 

Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Trichy branch. 

W13 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the administrative 


guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by respondent/bank 
regarding recruitment to subordinate 
cadre & service conditions. 


W14 

Nil 

Xerox copy of Vol. Ill of Reference 
book on Staff matters upto 31-12-95. 

W15 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W16 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

W17 

06-03-97 

Xerox copy of the call letter from 
Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—J. Veimurugan. 

W18 

17-03-97 

Xerox copy of the service particulars 
— J. Veimurugan. 

W19 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the letter advising 
selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 
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Ex. No 

Date 

Description 

W20 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W21 

Feb. 2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar for 
the month of February, 2005 wait list 
No. 395 of Madurai Circle. 

W22 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W23 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W24 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes ofthe Bipartite 
meeting. 

W25 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W26 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W27 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment of temporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 


For the Respondent/Management:— 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy ofthe settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy ofthe minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox' copy of the order of Supreme Court 
inSLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No. 16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 
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New Delhi, the 27th August, 2007 

S.O. 2827. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 131/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2007. 

[No. L-l 2012/420/1998-IR (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 3 1st January, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 131/2004 

[Principal Labour Court CGID No. 129/99] 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause(d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri P. Balasubramanian : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager,: II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Region-I 

Trichirapalli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : Sri V. S. Ekambaram, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Management : M/s.K.S.Sundar,Advocates 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-12012/420/98-IR (B-I) dated 11-02-1999 has 
referred this dispute earlier to the Tamil Nadu Principal 
Labour Court, Chennai and the said Labour Court has taken 


the dispute on its file as CGID No. 129/99 and issued notices 
to both parties. Both sides entered appearance and filed 
their claim statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the constitution of this-CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
the said dispute has been transferred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has numbered it as 
ID. No. 131/2004. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in that order is as 
follows: 

“Whether the demand of the workman Sri 
P. Balasubramanian, wait list No. 539 for restoring 
the wait list of temporary messengers in the 
establishment of State Bank of India and 
consequential appointment thereupon as temporary 
messenger is justified? If so, to what relief the said 
workman is entitled?” 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was sponsored by Employment 
Exchange for the post of sub staff in Class IV cadre in State 
Bank of India and he was given appointment as messenger 
after an interview and medical examination. He was 
appointed on temporary basis at Karur Siruthozhil branch 
from 23-08-1985.The Petitioner was orally informed that his 
services were no more required. The non-employment of 
the Petitioner and others became subject matter before 
Supreme Court in the form of Writ Petition filed by State 
Bank Employees’ Union in Writ Petition No. 542/87 which 
was taken up by the Supreme Court. The Respondent/ 
Bank, in addition to its counter, filed a copy of settlement 
under Section 18(1) reached between management of State 
Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff 
Federation and the settlement is with regard to absorption 
of Class IV temporary workmen who were denied 
employment after 1985-86 were classified in the settlement 
was under consideration once again and they classified 
the workmen under three categories namely A, B and C. 
Though the classification was unreasonable, the 
Respondent/Bank brought to the notice of the Petitioner 
about the interview to be held through advertisements. 
The Petitioner also submitted his application in the 
prescribed format through Branch Manager of the Karur 
Siruthozhil branch. He was called for an interview by a 
Committee appointed by Respondent/Bank in this regard. 
But, they have not informed the result of interview and 
also with regard to appointment. But, the Petitioner was 
informed orally to join at the branch where he initially 
worked as a class IV employee. From 23-08-1985, the 
Petitioner has been working as a temporary messenger and 
some time performing work in other branches also. While 
working on temprorary basis in Siruthozhil Karur branch, 
another advertisement by the Respondent/Bank was made 
regarding casual workers who were reported to be in 
service during the same period. While the Petitioner was 
working as such, the Manager of the branch informed the 
Petitioner orally on 31-3-97 that his services are not 
required any more and he need not attend the office from 
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1 *4-97, Hence, the Petitioner raised a dispute with regard to 
his non-employment. Since the conciliation ended in failure, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
Though reference was sent to this Tribunal, the reference 
framed did not satisfy the grievance of the Petitioner, he 
has made a fresh representation to Govt, to reconsider the 
reference and the Petitioner requested the Respondent/ 
Bank to continue to engage him in service as obtained 
prior to 31-3-97 and to regularise him in service in due 
course. The Respondent/Bank took up an unreasonable 
stand that the service and the number of days worked by 
Petitioner were treated as of no consequence, since 
according to the Respondent/Bank, it engaged the 
Petitioner only in temporary services after the settlement. 
The Petitioner was not aware of settlement by which his 
services and number of days worked by him after interview 
do not merit consideration. The Petitioner was not a party 
to the settlement mentioned by the Respondent/Bank 
before the conciliation officer. Therefore, the Respondent’s 
action in not absorbing him in regular service is unjust and 
illegal. Further, the settlements are repugnant to 
Sections 25G & 25H of the l.D. Act. The termination of the 
Petitioner is against the provisions of para 522(4) of Sastry 
Award. Even though the settlement speaks about three 
categories only a single wait list has been prepared and the 
respondent/Bank has been regularising according to their 
whims and fancies. The Respondent/Bank has aiso not 
observed the instructions regarding grant of increments, 
leave, medical benefits etc. to the temporary workmen which 
amounts to violation of relevant provisions ofcircular. The 
Respondent/Bank engaged the Petitioner and extraeted the 
same work either by payment of petty cash or by directing 
him to work under assumed name or by both which amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The wait list suffers serious 
infirmities and it is not based on strict seniority and without 
any rationale, lienee, for all these reasons the Petitioner 
prays to grant relief of regular employment in Respondent/ 
Bank with all attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that reference made by the Govt, for 
adjudication by this Tribunal itself is not maintainable. 
The Petitioner was not in continuous service, ilcnce, the 
question n! regular appointment/absorption does not arise. 
The engagement of Petitioner was not authorised. The 
Petitioner is estopped from making claim as per Claim 
Statement. I he settlement drawn under provisions of 
Sections i 8( 1) and 1 8(3) of 1.1), Act in lieu of provisions of 
law, retrenchment and implemented by Respondent/Bank. 
The claim of the Petitioner is not bona lide and made with 
ulterior motive. The Petitioner concealed the material facts 
that lie was wail listed as per his length of engagement and 
could not he absorbed as he was positioned down in 
seniority. Due to the business exigency, the Respondent/ 
Bank engaged the temporary employees for performance 
of duties as messenger and such engagements were 
prevailing from the year 1970 onwards. Such of those 
employees who are claiming permanent absorption and 
when their case was espoused by Stale Bank of India Staff 


Federation which resulted in five settlements dated 
17-11 -87, 16-07-88,07-10-88,9-1-91 and 30-7-96. The said 
settlements became subject matter of conciliation 
proceedings and minutes were drawn under Section 18(3) 
of l.D. Act. In terms thereof, the Petitioner was considered 
for permanent appointment as per his eligibility along with 
similarly placed other temporary employees and the 
Petitioner was wait listed as candidate No. 539 in waitlist 
of Zonal Office, Trichy. So far 212 wait listed temporary 
candidates, out of 652 waitlisted temporary employees 
were permanently appointed by Respondent/Bank. It is 
false to allege that the Petitioner worked as a temporary 
messenger. The Petitioner was engaged only in leave 
vacancies as and when it arose. When the Petitioner having 
submitted to selection process in terms of settlements 
drawn as per retrenchment provisions referred to above, 
cannot turn around and claim appointment. Such of those 
temporary employees who were appointed were engaged 
for more number of days and hence, they were appointed. 
Under the settlement, employees were categorised as A, B, 
and C. Considering their temporary service and subject to 
other eligibility criteria, under category (A) the temporary 
employees who were engaged for 240 days were to be 
considered and under category; (B) the temporary 
employees who have completed 270 days aggregate 
temporary service in any continuous block of 36 calendar 
months and under category (C) the temporary employees 
who have completed 30 days aggregate temporary service 
in any calendar year after 1-7-75 or minimum 70 days 
aggregate temporary service in any continuous block of 
36 calendar months were to be considered. As per clause 7, 
the length of temporary service was to be considered for 
seniority in the wait list and it was also agreed that wait list 
was to lapse in December, 1991 and the cut off date was 
extended up to 3 I -3-97 for filling up vacancies which were 
to arise upto 31-12-94. The Petitioner has no valid and 
enforceable right for appointment. The Respondent had 
implemented the voluntary retirement scheme and even 
the permanent vacancies stand substantially reduced. 
There were no regular vacancies available. The peculiar 
problem was due to the facts that all the aforesaid temporary 
employees were working in leave vacancies and not in 
regular permanent vacancies. In terms of aforesaid 
settlements, out of 652 wait listed candidates, 212 temporary 
employees were appointed and since the Petitioner was 
wait listed at 539, he was not appointed. The said 
settlements were bona fide which were the only workable 
solution and is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner is 
estopped from questioning the settlements directly or 
indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. Further, the 
said settlements were not questioned by any union so Jar 
and the settlements of bank level settlements and operated 
throughout the country. The J amiI Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 198 I does not apply to Respondent/Bank 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain such plea, 
it is not correct to say that documents and identity of 
Petitioner was verified bej'ore the Petitioner was engaged, 
it is also not correct to say that the Petitioner was 
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discharging the work of permanent messenger. As per 
settlements, vacancies upto 31-12^94 were filled up against 
the waited list of temporary employees\an$i vacancies for 
1995-96 has to be filled up against the wait list drawn for 
appointment of daily wages/casual labour. Further, for 
circle of Chennai wait list of daily wages was not finalized 
and hence not published and there is only one wait list for 
the appointment of temporary employees. After the expiry 
of wait list, the Petitioner has no claim for permanent 
absorption. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In the additional claim statement, the Petitioner 
contended that he was having been sponsored by 
employment exchange and having undergone medical 
examination, the Petitioner has fulfilled the criteria set out 
by the Respondent/Bank for selection of candidate for 
appointment in the post of messenger and other class IV 
post. He was engaged in the messenger post in the 
subordinate cadre of the Respondent/Bank continuously 
with deliberate and artificial breaks. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank is duty bound to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner as he has acquired the valuable right 
enshrined in the Constitution of India. In the year 1998, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular to the effect that 
under no circumstances, wait listed persons like the 
Petitioner be engaged even in menial category, thus, the 
Respondent/Bank imposed total ban for his future 
employment. Even though there were sufficient number of 
vacancies in class IV cagpgory, the Respondent/Bank 
deliberately delayed in filling up the vacancies by the wait 
listed workmen with ulterior motive. The Respondent/Bank 
has been arbitrarily filling up the vacancies with the persons 
other than wait listed workmen according to their whims 
and fancies. Hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may 
be passed in his favour. 

6 . Again, the Petitioner filed a rejoinder to the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent, wherein it is stated 
that all the settlements made by the bank with the State 
Bank of India Staff Federation were under Section 1 8(1) of 
the Act and not under Section 18(3) of the Act. As per 
recruitment rules of the Respondent/Bank, recruitment of 
class IV staff in the Respondent/Bank is in accordance 
with the instructions laid down under codified circulars of 
the Respondent/Bank. Even in the Writ Petition before the 
High Court in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, the Petitioner 
questioned the settlement dated 27-10-88 and 9-1-91. It is 
false to allege that the settlements are contrary to the rights 
of the Petitioner. I lence, the Petitioner prays that an award 
may be passed in his favour. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are - 

(i) “Whether the demand of the Petitioner in Wait 
List No. 539 for restoring the wait list of 
temporary' messengers in the Respondent/Bank 
and consequential appointment thereupon as 
temporary messenger is justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

8 . In this case, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that the Petitioner in this case and the Petitioners 
in the connected industrial disputes have been sponsored 
by Employment Exchange and they having been called for 
interview and having been selected and wait listed in terms 
of the relevant guidelines/circulars of the Respondent/Bank 
in permanent vacancies in subordinate cadre on temporary 
basis. After engaging them intermittently for some years, 
the Petitioner in this case and other Petitioners in the 
connected disputes were terminated without any notice. 
Since the Respondent/Bank terminated several temporary 
employees in the year 1985, the State Bank Employees’ 
Union had filed a Writ Petition before the Supreme Court 
to protect the legal and constitutional rights of the workmen 
concerned and while the matter was pending in Writ Petition 
No. 542 (Civil) of 1987, the Respondent/Bank hurriedly 
entered into a settlement on the issue of absorption of 
temporary employees and filed it before the Supreme Court 
at the time of final hearing of the Writ Petition. This 
settlement has become an exhibit of the Respondent/Bank 
and has been marked as Ex. M1. The Petitioner in this case 
and the Petitioners in the connected cases attacked this 
settlement as it is not binding on them on the ground that 
they have been interviewed and selected in the permanent 
vacancy and Respondent/Bank without any intimation or 
notice denied an opportunity to work in the bank after 
31-3-1997 and therefore, they have raised the dispute in 
the year 1997 before the labour authorities and they 
questioned the retrenchment as unjust and illegal and they 
further prayed for reinstatement with back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

9. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
these Petitioners were recruited as temporary employees 
in the Respondent/Bank under the guidelines and circulars 
issued by the Respondent/Bank from time to time and 
further, the same guidelines carry the procedure for 
regularisation of service of the temporary employees and 
any settlement in this regard is redundant and in any case, 
the Petitioner is not bound by settlement under 
Section 18(1) entered into between the alleged Federation 
and the Respondent/Management. They further contended 
that though the Respondent/Bank has stated that the 
Petitioner has not worked for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and was not in 
continuous service on 17-11-1987, therefore, they have no 
valid and enforceable right for appointment, in the wake of 
strict instructions and circulars/guidclines issued by the 
Respondent/Bank to the effect that temporary employees 
at branches/offices are not allowed to be in service 
exceeding 200 days, hence the question of Petitioner 
working for 240 days does not arise at all. Further, they 
have invoked the relevant provisions of Chapter V-A of the 
l.D. Act and it is preposterous to contend that the Petitioner 
has no valid and enforceable right for appointment as 
Sections 25G and 25H are very much applicable to the 
Petitioners who are retrenched messengers and are eligible 
to be reinstated. Learned representative for the Petitioner 
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contended that in 1996 LAB & IC 2248 CENTRAL BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. S. SATYAM AND OTHERS the Supreme 
Court has held that Chapter V-A of the I.D. Act providing 
for retrenchment is not enacted obnly ofr the benefit of the 
workmen to whom Section 25F applies but for all cases of 
retrenchment. Therefore, the application of Section 25H 
cannot be restricted only to one category of retrenched 
workmen. Therefore, the contention of the Respondent/ 
Bank that the Petitioner has no valid and enforceable right 
for appointment is untenable. It is further contended that 
on behalfofthe Petitioner that Ex.W2, W3 and W8 as well 
as Ex. M8 which constitute/relate to the circular instructions 
of the Respondent/Bank issued from time to time in 
connection with the implementation of the settlements on 
absorption and which are statutory in character. Further, a 
combined study of Ex. M1 and the averments of MW I and 
MW2 and their testimonies during the cross-examination 
will clearly show how the bank has given a raw deal to the 
Petitioner from the beginning linking his future with the 
settlements. Further, Clause 1 of Ex. Ml deals with 
categorization of retrenched temporary employees into ‘A, 
B and C’, but this categorization of ‘A, B & C’ is quite 
opposed to the doctrine of‘last come—first go’ or ‘first 
come— last go’ and therefore, the categorization in Clause 1 
is illegal. Clause 1 (a) of Ex. MI provides an opportunity to 
persons who were engaged on casual basis and allowed to 
work in leave/casual vacancies of messengers, farashes, 
cash cool ies, water boys, sweepers etc. for absorption along 
with the other eligible categories of temporary employees 
is not valid. Further, engaging casuals to do messengeriai 
work is in contravention of the guidelines mentioned in 
Reference Book on Staff matters, copy of which is marked 
as Ex.W8. Further, the appointment of daily wage basis for 
regular messengeriai jobs etc. are strictly prohibited as per 
bank’s circulars/instructions. In such circumstances, the 
absorption of casuals along with the eligible categories is 
not valid. Therefore, these persons who were engaged by 
the Respondent/Bank on casual basis should not be given 
permanent appointment in the bank service. Those casuals 
were given more beneficial treatment in the matter of arriving 
at qualifying service for interview and selection. But, 
temporary employees have not been informed about this 
amendment which includes casuals affecting their interest 
and chance. Further, as per instructions in Ex.W2 four 
types of waiting lists have to be prepared. But the 
Respondent/Bank has alleged to have prepared only one 
wait list for each module as per Ex. M 10 in this case. Those 
candidates under Ex. M10 were found suitable for 
appointment as messengers and sweepers. Even MW I is 
unable to say as to when the wait list Ex.M 10 was prepared, 
but it is mentioned in Ex. M 10 that it was prepared based 
on the settlement dated 17-1 i -87, 27-10-88 and 9-1-91 which 
are marked as Ex. Ml, M3 and M4 respectively. But, when 
MW1 has spoken about the settlements, he deposed that 
settlement dated 27-10-88 was not included in the Madras 
circle since the High Court order is there, but lie has not 
produced any document in support of the so called non¬ 
inclusion except his bald statement. Further, according to 
MW1 wait list under Ex, M 10 was prepared on 2-5-92 but 


there is no pleading in the Counter Statement with regard 
to this wait list. Further the Hon’ble High Court has held in 
its order dated 23-7-99 in W.P.No.7872 of 1991, which is 
marked as an exhibit, in which it is stated that ‘it is clear 
that the 1987 settlement was concerned with the temporary 
class IV employees who were paid scale wages as per 
Bipartite Settlement while the 1988 settlement dealt with 
daily wager in Class IV category who were paid wages 
daily on mutual agreement basis. In such circumstances, 
as rightly contended the Respondent are not justified and 
combined the list of candidates covered under 1987 
settlement and 1988 settlement since they formed two 
distinct and separate classes and they cannot treat one 
class and their action undoubtedly amounts to violation of 
Article 14 of Constitution of India.’ Further, the averment 
of MW1 and the statements in Counter Statement are 
contrary to the above and it is nothing but a desperate 
attempt to wriggle out the illegality committed or perpetrated 
by the Respondent/Bank by combing equals with unequals. 
It is further contended on behalfofthe Petitioner that as 
per deposition of MW 1 wait list under Ex. M10 comprises 
of both messengeriai and non-messengeriai candidates. 
While the temporary employees were appointed after due 
process of selection and were paid wages on the basis of 
industrywise settlement, it is not so in the case of casuals. 
Therefore, both belongs to two different and distinct 
categories. But, Ex. M3 provides for the same norms to the 
casuals as in the case of temporary employees in the matter of 
absorption. Therefore, it is violative of Articles 14 & 16-of 
Constitution of India. Therefore, the Petitioner contended that 
preparation of Ex. M 10 namely waitlist is not in conformity 
with the instructions of Ex. M2 and non-preparation of separate 
panels amounts to violation of circular, Secondly, it has not 
been prepared as per instructions in Ex. W2 circular regarding 
projected vacancies for the period from 1987 to 1994. 
Furthermore, no wait list was reieased/published even after 
the Court order in WMP No. 11932/91 W.P. No. 7872/91 
directing the Respondent/Bank to release the list of 
successful candidates pursU&wt to the first advertisement 
published in ‘The Hindu’ darted 1-8-88. Furthermore, wail 
list under Ex.MlO does not carry particulars about the 
candidates, date of initial appointment and the number of 
days put in by them to arrive at their respective seniority. 
From all these things, it is clear that Ex. M 10 has been 
prepared in violation of instructions and ceased to have 
the credibility attached to the wait list. Above all, Ex. Ml 
was not produced at the time of conciliation proceedings 
held during the year 1997-98 held at Chennai and Madurai 
and only during the year 2003 the Respondent/Bank 
produced the wait list Ex. M10 before this Tribunal marking 
it as a confidential document. It is further contended on 
behalf of the Petitioner that though the Respondent/Bank 
has alleged that these petitioners were engaged in leave 
vacancy, they have not been told at the, time of initial 
appointment that their appointment waSs in leave vacancy. 
Further, even before or after the settlement on absorption 
of temporary employees, the. expression that they were 
engaged in leave vacancy was used as a device to take 
them out of the principal clause 2 (oo) of the l.D. Act, 1947. 
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Though the Petitioner’s work in the Respondent/Bank is 
continuous and though the Petitioner has performed the 
duties continuously which is still in existence, the 
categorisation as such is not valid and the provisions of 
Sastry Award are also violated. Further, the representative 
of the Petitioner relied on the rulings reported in 1985 4 
SCC 201 H.D. SINGH Vs. RESERVE BANK OF INDIA 
AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held that 
"to employ workmen as 'badlies casuals or temporaries 
and la continue them as such for many years with the 
abject of depriving them of the status and privileges of 
permanent workmen is illegal. " Learned representative 
further contended that Ex.M 10 wait list has not been 
prepared in accordance with principle of seniority in the 
legal sense, since the selected candidates with longest 
service should have priority over those who joined the 
service later and therefore, the wait list under Ex. M10 which 
has been drawn up is contrary to law and also bad in law. 
Thus, the Respondent/Bank has not acted in accordance 
with the law and the spirit of the settlement, but in utter 
violation and in breach of it. Though clause 2(e) of Ex. M4 
states that candidates found suitable for permanent 
appointment will be offered appointment against existing/ 
future vacancy anywhere in module or circle and in case, a 
candidate fails to accept the offer of appointment or posting 
within the prescribed period, he will be deemed to have 
refused it and the name shall stand deleted from the 
respective panel and he shall have no further claim for 
being considered for permanent appointment in the bank. 
The Respondent/Bank has not produced any document to 
show how he has arrived at the seniority and till date, it is 
a mystery as to who that senior was and there is no 
documentary evidence in support of the averment and also 
for the averment of MW 1. Therefore, the termination ofthe 
Petitioner who was in regular service of the Respondent/ 
Bank is arbitrary, mala fide and illegal and the Respondent/ 
Bank has not acted in accordance with the terms of 
settlement on absorption of temporary employees. Though 
the Respondent/Bank has produced Ex. M6 winch alleged 
to be a copy of minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 
9-6*75 before Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Hyderabad, it is neither a 18(3) settlement nor 12(3) 
settlement as claimed by the Respondent/Bank which says 
only with regard to modification of Ex. Ml to M4 made in 
terms of Ex. M6. Though the Respondent/Bank produced 
Ex. M7 and Ml I interim orders passed by High Court of 
Madras in WMP No. 11932/91 in W.P. No. 7872/91 ceased 
to have any relevance when the main writ has been disposed 
of in the year 1999 and therefore, they do not have any 
bearing in the case of the Petitioner. Further, though the 
Respondent/Management has examined two witnesses, the 
deposition of management witnesses during the cross- 
examination had become apparent that they have no 
personal knowledge about the settlements which are marked 
as Ex. Ml to M5. Above all, though the Respondent/Bank 
has referred to voluntary retirement scheme, In the 
Respondent/Bank it was implemented only in the year 2001 
and it constitutes post reference period and hence evidence 
of Respondent/Bank has no application to the Petitioner’s 
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case. The Petitioners have completed the service of 
240 days and more in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months as enshrined under Sections 25B and 25F o! the 
Industrial Disputes Act. therefore, their retrenchment from 
service is illegal and against the mandator.' provisions of 
Section 25 and therefore, they are deemed to be in 
continuous service of the Respondent'Bank and they are 
entitled to the benefits under the provisions of I D. Act. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that though 
some of the Petitioners in the connected l.Ds. have not 
completed 240 days, since the Respondent. Bank has not 
taken into consideration and not included the Sundays 
and paid holidays as days on which the Petitioners have 
actually worked and hence, they have also completed 240 
days in a period of 12 calendar months. He also relied on 
the rulings reported in 1985 il LLJ 539 WORKMEN OF 
AMERICAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING 
CORPORATION Vs. MANAGEMENT OF AMERICAN 
EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL BANKING CORPORATION 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that "the expression 
*actually worked under the employer' cannot mean that 
those days only when the workmen worked with hammer, 
sickle or pen but must necessarily comprehend all those 
days during which they were in the employment of the 
employer and for which lie had been paid wages either 
under express or implied contract of service or by 
compulsion of statute, standing orders etc." It is further, 
argued that call letters produced by the Petitioner will 
clearly prove that the Respondent'Bank has conducted 
the interview and selected the temporary employees who 
have reported to have submitted their application for 
absorption as per the bank’s circular and therefore, their 
retrenchment is illegal. In all these cases, the Petitioners 
were in employment as sub-staff in early 1980s but were 
denied further engagement on account of settlements/ 
lapsing of wait lists and out of these Petitioners some of 
them have completed 240 days and more in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and they are in age group of 
40 to 50 years and for no fault of theirs, they find themselves 
stranded in life midstream. They have also not gainfully 
employed. In such circumstances, this Tribunal has to pass 
an award in their favour. 

10. But, as against this,'the learned senior counsel, 
for the Respondent/Bank contended that the reference 
made by the Government itself is not maintainable in view 
of the facts and circumstances of the case. The Petitioner 
in this case and the Petitioners in the connected disputes 
were not in continuous service. Hence, the question of 
regular appointment/absorption does not arise at all and 
their engagement was not authorised. Further, the 
•Petitioners are estopped from making claim as they had 
accepted the settlements drawn under the provisions of 
Sections 18(1) and 18(3) of the l.D. Act, in lieu of the 
provisions of law and implemented by the Respondent/ 
Bank and the claim ofthe Petitioners are not bona fide and 
are made with ulterior motive. Further, they have concealed 
the material facts that the Petitioner was wait listed as per 
length of his engagement and could not be absorbed as he 
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was positioned down in the seniority. The Respondent/ 
Bank was engaging temporary employees due to business 
exigency for the performance of duties as messenger. 
Further, the allegation that he was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange is incorrect and the allegation that 
he worked as temporary messenger is also incorrect, they 
were engaged against leave vacancies. The settlement 
entered into by the Respondent/Bank and the Federation 
were bona fide which were the only workable solution and 
is binding on the Petitioner. The Petitioner accepted the 
settlement and accordingly he was wait listed and therefore, 
the Petitioner is estopped from questioning the settlement 
directly or indirectly and his claim is liable to be rejected. 
Furthermore, the said settlements were not questioned by 
any union and the settlements were bank level settlements 
and operate throughout the country. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in 1991 1 LLJ 323 ASSOCIATED GLASS 
INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL A.P. 
AND OTHERS wherein under Section 12(3) the union 
entered into a settlement with the management settling the 
claim of 11 workmen and the workmen resigned from the 
job and received terminal benefits, but the workmen raised 
a plea before the Tribunal that they did not resign 
voluntarily. But the Andhra Pradesh High Court has held 
that “in the absence of plea that the settlement reached 
in the course of conciliation is vitiated by fraud, 
misrepresentation or coercion, the settlement is binding 
on the workmen. ” Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1997 II LLJ 1 189 
ASHOK AND OTHERS Vs. MAHARASHTRA STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHERS wherein the 
Division Bench of the Bombay High Court has held that 
“therefore a settlement arrived at in the course of the 
conciliation proceedings with a recognised majority 
union will be binding on all workmen of the establishment, 
even those who belong to the minority union which had 
objected to the same. To that extent, it departs from the 
ordinary law of contracts, the object obviously is to uphold 
the sanctity of settlements reached with the active 
assistance of the Conciliation Officer and to discourage 
an individual employee or a minority union from scuttling 
the settlement. ” It further held that “there may be 
exceptional cases, where there may be allegations of mala 
fides, fraud or even corruption or other inducements. But, 
in the absence of such allegations, a settlement in the 
course of collective bargaining is entitled to due weight 
and consideration. " Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further relied on the rulings reported in 19971 LLJ 308 K.C.P. 
LTD. Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER AND OTHERS wherein 
the Supreme Court has held that “ settlements are divided 
into two categories namely (i) those arrived at outside 
the conciliation proceedings under Section 18(f) of the 
I.D. Act and (ii) those arrived at in the course of 
conciliation proceedings under Section 18(3). A 
settlement of the first category has limited application 
and binds merely parties to it and settlement of the second 
category made with a recognised majority union has 
extended application as it will be binding on all workmen 
of the establishment. Even in case of the first category, if 
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the settlement was reached with a representative union of 
which (he contesting workmen were members and if there 
was nothing unreasonable or unfair in the terms of the 
settlement, it must be binding on the contesting workmen 
also. ” He further relied on the rulings reported in AIR 2000 
SC469NATIONALENGINEERING INDUSTRIES LTD. Vs. 
STATE OF RAJASTHAN AND OTHERS wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “settlement is arrived at by 
the free will of the parties and is a pointer to there being 
goodwill between them. When there is a dispute that the 
settlement is not bona fide in nature or that it has been 
arrived at on account of fraud, misrepresentation or 
concealment of facts or even corruption and other 
inducements, it could be subject-matter of yet another 
industrial dispute which an appropriate Government mav 
refer for adjudication after examining the allegations as 
(here is an underlying assumption that the settlement 
reached with the help of the conciliation officer must he 
fair and reasonable. ” Relying on all these decisions, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged that they are not parties to the settlement, 
since the Federation in which the Petitioner is also one 
among them, they have entered into settlement with the 
bank and therefore, it is binding on the Petitioner. Further, 
he argued that no union of the bank has questioned the 
settlement and in such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that it is not binding on them and he is estopped from 
disputing the same. 

1 1. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that though the reference made in this case and 
other connected disputes is ‘whether the demand of the 
workman with wait list Number given for restoring the wait 
list of temporary messengers in the establishment of 
Respondent/Bank and consequential appointment 
thereupon as temporary messenger is justified?’ The 
Petitioner contended that the retrenchment made by the 
Respondent/Bank is not valid and he has to be reinstated 
in service with full back wages etc. Hence, the Petitioner’s 
contention against the reference made by the Government 
is not valid. Further, in this case, the Court has to see 
whether the restoration of wait list can be made as 
contended by the Petitioner and not reinstatement as 
alleged by the Petitioner in the Claim Statement. 

12. But, as against this on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that mere wording of reference is not decisive 
in the matter of tenability of a reference and he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 345 SECRETARY, 
ROLL AM J1LLA HOTEL AND SI IOP WORKERS UNION 
Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, KOLLAM wherein the 
Kerala High Court has held that “mere wording of reference 
is not decisive in the matter of tenability of a reference. 
Even though the Tribunal cannot go beyond the order of 
reference, ifpoints of difference are discernible from the 
material before it, it has only on duty and that is to decide 
the points on merits and not to find out some technical 
defects in the wording of reference, subjecting the poor 
workman to hardship involved in moving the machinery 
again. ” It further held that “the Tribunal should look 
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into the pleading and find out the exact nature of pleading 
of the Petitioner to find out the exact nature of dispute 
instead of refusing to answer the reference on merits.” 
Further, he argued that the Tribunal has got power to go 
into the question whether the Petitioner is to be reinstated 
in sendee or not for which he relied on the rulings reported 
in 1998 LAB 1C 1664 VAN SAG NATHAN ORIENT PAPER 
MILLS Vs. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL & ORS. wherein the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court has held that “the Tribunal 
cannot go behind the terms of reference, but that does not 
mean that it cannot look into the pleadings of parties.” He 
also relied on the rulings reported in 1998 LAB IC 1507 
A. SAMBANTHAN Vs. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT, MADRAS, wherein it has been held that “it has 
been repeatedly held that the Labour Court should not 
attempt to consider the order under reference in a technical 
manner or a pedantic manner, but should consider the order 
of reference in a fair and reasonable manner.” He also argued 
that in Express Newspapers P. Ltd. case reported in AIR 
1993 SC 569 the Supreme Court has held that “the Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to consider all incidental matters also and 
the order of reference should not be construed in the 
manner which would prolong the industrial adjudication. 
The Labour Court is expected to decide the real nature of 
disputes between the parties and with that object in view, 
it should consider the order of reference jn a fair and 
reasonable manner, though the order of reference is not 
happily framed nor was it framed to the high expectation of 
the Labour Court.” Relying on ail these decisions, the 
representative for the Petitioner argued that though in the 
reference, it is not mentioned that whether the retrenchment 
is valid or not, from the pleadings it is clear that the 
Petitioners have been retrenched from the Respondent/ 
Bank and therefore, this Tribunal can look into the pleadings 
of the Petitioners and can decide whether the Petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service as alleged by him and 
whether he is entitled to the back wages as alleged by him. 
Therefore, the argument advanced on the side of the 
Respondent that it is beyond the scope of reference is 
without any substance. 

13. 1 find some force in the contention of the 
representative for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this 
Tribunal is entitled to go into the question whether the 
relief prayed for by the Petitioner can be given to him or 
not? But, 1 find that the settlement was validly entered into 
between the Respondent/Bank and Federation and since it 
is not questioned by any of the unions of the Respondent/ 
Bank, I find the Petitioner is not entitled to question the 
settlement. 

14. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner mentioned that he has 
been kept in the wait list and the time of wait list has been 
exhausted, now the Petitioner cannot question that he 
should be reinstated in service and he relied on the rulings 
reported in 1996 3 SCC 139 UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS Vs. K.V.VIJEESH wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “the only question which falls for determination 
in this appeal is whether a candidate whose name appears 


in the select list on the basis of competitive examination 
acquires a right of appointment in Govt, service in an 
existing or a future vacancy.” In that case, pruning of 
select list on reduction in number of vacancies was made 
in view of the impending absorption of steam surplus staff 
and a policy decision has been taken to reduce the number 
of vacancies and consequently, a certain number of bottom 
persons were removed from the select list and the remaining 
selectees were given appointments according to their 
comparative merits. In which, the Supreme Court has held 
that “in such circumstances, denial of appointment to the 
persons removed from the select list is not arbitrary and 
discriminatory.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1997 6 SCC 584 SYNDICATE BANK & ORS. Vs. SHANKA R 
PAUL AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “by its letter dated 7-2-87 the bank informed the 
Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only 
and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to 
confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment 
in the services of the bank. Considering the object with 
which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was a 
yearly panel expiring on 6-2-98, we are of the opinion that 
the Respondents did not get any right because of inclusion 
of their names in the said pane! for permanent absorption 
in the services of the bank. Whatever conditional right 
they had come to an end with the expiry of the panel. The 
claim of the Respondents as contained in the W.P. was 
thus, misconceived and therefore, the learned Single Judge 
and the Division Bench, when it first decided the appeal 
were right in dismissing the Writ Petition and the appeal 
respectively.” He further relied on the rulings reported in 
1991 3 SCC 47 SHANKARSAN DASH Vs. UNION OF 
INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held that “candidates 
included in merit list has no indefeasible right to 
appointment even if a vacancy exists” and relying on all 
these decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that since the Petitioner has no right to question 
the wait list and since there is no mala fide on the part of 
the Respondent/Bank in preparing the wait list, it cannot 
be said that preparation of wait list was made with mala fide 
motive. Under such circumstances, after the expiry of the 
date namely 31-3-1997, the Petitioner cannot plead for 
restoration of the wait list and he cannot pray for- 
reinstatement as alleged by him. Further, he relied on the 
rulings reported in 1992 LAB IC 2168 STATE OF 
HARYANA AND ORS. Vs. PIARA SINGH AND OTHERS 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “now coming to 
the direction that all those ad-hoc temporary employees 
who have continued for more than a year should be 
regularised, we find it difficult to sustain it. The direction 
has been given without reference to the existence of a 
vacancy. The direction in effect means that every ad-hoc/ 
temporary employee who has been continued for one year 
should be regularised even though (a) no vacancy is 
available for him which means creation of a vacancy; 
(b) he was not sponsored by Employment Exchange nor 
was he appointed in pursuance of a notification calling 
for applications which means he had entered by a back 
door; (c) he was not eligible and qualified for the post 
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at the time of his appointment; (d) his record of service 
since his appointment is not satisfactory. These are the 
additional problems indicated by us in para 12 which would 
arise from giving of such blanket orders. None of the 
decisions relied upon by the High Court justify such 
wholesale, unconditional orders. Moreover, from the mere 
continuation of an ad-hoc employee for one year, it cannot 
be presumed that there is need for regular post. Such a 
presumption may be justified only when such continuance 
extends to several years. Further, there can be no rule of 
thumb in such matters. Conditions and circumstances of 
one unit may not be the same as of the other. Just because 
in one case, a direction was given to regularise employees 
who have put in one year’s service as far as possible and 
subject to fulfilling the qualifications, it cannot be held 
that in each and every case, such a direction must follow 
irrespective of and without taking into account the other 
relevant circumstances and considerations. The relief must 
be moulded in each case having regard to all the relevant 
facts and circumstances of that case. It cannot be a 
mechanical act but ajudicious one. From this, the impugned 
directions must be held to be totally untenable and 
unsustainable.” Thus, the Supreme Court set aside the 
orders of Lower Courts. He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1997 II SCC 1 ASHWANI KUMAR AND 
OTHERS Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND OTHERS wherein 
the Full Bench of the Supreme Court has considered the 
above regularisation of appointment in excess of 
sanctioned posts. “So far as the question of confirmation 
of these employees whose entry itself was illegal and void 
is concerned, it is to be noted that question of confirmation 
or regularisation of an irregularly appointed candidate 
would arise, if the candidate concerned is appointed in an 
irregular manner or on ad-hoc basis against an available 
vacancy which is already sanctioned. But, if the initial 
entry itself is unauthorised and is not against any 
sanctioned vacancy, question of regularising the incumbent 
on'such a non-existing vacancy would never survive for 
consideration and even if such purported regularisation or 
confirmation is given, it would be an exercise in futility, It 
would amount to decorating a still born baby. Under these 
circumstances, there was no occasion to regularise them 
or to give them valid confirmation. The so called exercise 
of confirming these employees, therefore, remained a 
nullity .” Therefore, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that these temporary employees were appointed 
only due to exigencies and they have not appointed against 
any regular vacancy and they have only appointed in leave 
vacancies and therefore, they are not entitled to claim any 
absorption in the Respondent/Bank. Further, he relied on 
the rulings reported in AIR 1997 SCC 3657 HIMANSHU 
KUMAR VIDYARTHI & ORS. Vs. STATE OF BIHAR AND 
ORS. wherein the Supreme Court has held that “they are 
temporary employees working on daily wages. Under these 
circumstances, their disengagement from service cannot 
be construed to be a retrenchment under the I.D. Act. The 
concept of retrenchment therefore, cannot be stretched to 
such an extent as to cover these employees. Since they are 
only daily wage employees and have no right to the posts, 


their disengagement is not arbitrary.” He further relied on 
the rulings reported in 1994 3 LLJ (Supp.) 754 wherein 
the Rajasthan High Court has held that “Under 
Section 25G of the I.D.Act retrenchment procedure 
following principle of Mast come - first go’ is not mandatory 
but only directory, on sufficient grounds shown, the 
employer is permitted to depart from the said principle 
retrenching seniors and retaining juniors.” Though in this 
case, the Petitioner has alleged that his juniors have been 
made permanent in banking service, he has not 
established with any evidence that his juniors 
were made permanent by the Respondent/Bank. Any 
how, if the Petitioner has shown anything, the 
Respondent/Bank is ready to establish the fact before 
this Tribunal that he has worked more days than the 
Petitioner. In such circumstances, the prayer for 
reinstatement in the services of Respondent/Bank 
cannot be given to the Petitioner and, therefore, the claim 
is to be dismissed with costs. 

15. Learned Senior Advocate further argued that even 
in recent decision reported in 2006 4 SCC 1 SECRETARY, 
STATE OF KARNATAKA Vs. UMA DEVI, the Supreme 
Court has held that “merely because a temporary employee 
or a casual wage worker is continued for a time beyond the 
term of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely on 
the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules. It is not open to 
the Court to prevent regular recruitment at the instance of 
temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad-hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, do not acquire any right.” 
Further, it has also held that “ it is not as if, the person who 
accepts an engagement either temporary or casual in nature 
is not aware of his employment. He accepts the employment 
with open eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to 
bargain—not at arms length since he might have been 
searching for some employment so as to eke out his 
livelihood and accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground 
alone, it would not be appropriate to jettison the 
constitutional scheme of appointment, perpetuate illegalities 
and to take the view that a person who has temporarily or 
casually got employed should be directed to be continued 
permanently. By doing so, it will be creating another mode 
of public appointment which is not permissible.” Further, 
the Supreme Court while laying down the law, has clearly 
held that “unless the appointment is in terms ofthe relevant 
rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 

appointee.It has to be clarified that merely because a 

temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by relevant rules.”. 
Further, in CDJ 2006 SC 443 NATIONAL FERTILIZERS 
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LTD. AND OTHERS Vs. SOMVIR SINGH, wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that “regularisation furthermore, 
is not a mode of appointment and if appointment is made 
without following the rules, the same being a nullity, the 
question of confirmation of an employee upon the expiry 
of pur-ported period of probation would not arise.” Further, 
in CDJ2006 SC 395 MUNICIPAL COUNCIL, SUJANPUR 
Vs. SURINDER KUMAR, the Supreme Court has held that 
“it is not disputed that the appointment of the Respondent 
was not in sanctioned post. Being a ‘State’ within the 
meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India, the 
Appellant for the purpose of recruiting its employees was 
bound to follow the recruitment rules. Any recruitment 
made in violation of such rules as also in violation of 
constitutional scheme enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 
of the Constitution of India would be void in law.” Further, 
in 2006 2 LLN 89 MADHYA PRADESH STATE AGRO 
INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Vs. S.C. 
PANDEY wherein the Supreme Court has held that “only 
because an employee had worked for more than 240 days 
of service by that itself would not confer any legal right 
upon him to be regularised in service.” The Supreme Court 
also held that “the changes brought about by the 
subsequent decisions of this court probably having regard 
to the changes in the policy decisions of the Govt, in the 
wake of prevailing market economy, globalisation, 
privatisation and outsourcing is evident, in view of the 
settled legal position, as noticed hereinbefore.” 

16. Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel for 
the Respondent contended that since the Petitioner has not 
been appointed for regular post nor has he been appointed 
in regular vacancy or sanctioned post, the Petitioner is not 
entitled to claim regularisation of his service. Further, when 
they have not been questioned the five settlements entered 
into between the RespondenLBank and Federation and since 
they have not questioned the wait list prepared by the 
Respondent/Bank, they are not entitled to dispute the same 
and they are estopped from doing so. Further, their prayer 
before the labour authorities was only to restore the wait list 
and also for appointment thereon as temporary messenger 
as per wait list. Under such circumstances, after expiry of the 
period mentioned in the settlements which were 
subsequently amended by settlements, the Petitioners 
cannot now question either the preparation of wait list or 
number allotted to them. Under such circumstances, it cannot 
be questioned by the Petitioner. 

17. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Though in the Claim 
Statement, the Petitioners have made so many allegations 
with regard to preparation ofwait list and also settlements 
entered into between the Respondent/Bank and Federation, 
at the time of reference, they have not questioned the 
settlement nor the number allotted to each individual in the 
wait list. Further, the Petitioners have not questioned the 
settlement and they have not alleged that settlement was 
not a bona Fide in nature or it has been arrived at on account 
of mala fide, misrepresentation, fraud or even corruption or 
other inducements'. Under such circumstances, I find the 


Petitioners cannot now question the settlements at this 
stage and since they are only temporary employees and 
since it is not shown before this Tribunal that the 
Respondent/Bank has got sanctioned posts for temporary 
employees to be absorbed, I find the Petitioners cannot 
claim for reinstatement or regularisation in services of the 
Respondent /Bank. 

18. Further, the representative for the Petitioner 
contended that in similar cases, this Tribunal had ordered 
for reinstatement with back wages and these disputes are 
also similar in nature and hence, the Petitioners are entitled 
for the same relief. 

19. But, I find since the Supreme Court has held that 
temporary employees are not entitled to claim any rights for 
regularisation, merely because they have completed 240 days 
of continuous service in a period of 12 calendar months and 
the Supreme Court has also held that each case must be 
considered on its own merit and the changes brought about 
by the subsequent decisions of the Supreme Court probably 
having regard to the changes in the policy decisions of the 
Government in the wake of prevailing market economy, 
globalisation, privatisation and outsourcing is evident, 1 find 
the Petitioner is not entitled to claim regularisation or 
reinstatement in the Respondent/Bank as alleged by him. 
Therefore, I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is e.ntitled? 

20. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner is a temporary employee and he is not entitled to 
be absorbed in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance of work, 1 find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 
No Costs. 

21. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dicated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by mm, 
corrected and pronpouneed by me in the open court on 
this day the 3 1 st January, 2007.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner WWI Sri P. Baiasubramanian 
WW2 Sri V. S. Ekambaram 

For the Respondent MW1 Sri C. Mariappan 
MW2 Sri T.L. Selvaraj 

Documents Marked 

Ex. No. Date .Description 

W1 01-08-88 Xerox copy of the paper publication in 
daily Thanthi based on Ex. M1. 

W2 20-04-88 Xerox copy of the administrative 
guidelines issued bv Respondent/Bank 
for implementation of Ex. MI. 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

W3 24-04-91 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding absorption of daily wagers 
in Messenger vacancies. 

W4 01-05-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu on daily wages based on Ex. W4. 

W5 20-08-91 Xerox copy of the advertisement in The 
Hindu extending period of qualifying 
service to daily wagers. 

W6 15-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular letter of Zonal 
Office, Chennai about filling up of 
vacancies of messenger posts. 

W7 25-03-97 Xerox copy of the circular of 
Respondent/Bank to all Branches 
regarding identification of messenger 
vacancies and filling them before 
31-3-97. 

W8 Nil Xerox copy of the instruction in 

Reference book on staff about casuals 
not to be engaged at office/branches 
to do messengerial work. 

W9 09-01-86 Xerox copy of the service certificate 
issued by Karur Siruthozhil branch 

W10 24-12-92 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Karur branch. 

W11 24-12-97 Xerox copy of the service certificate 

issued by Siruthozhilur Karur branch. 

W12 03-08-89 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Respondent/Bank to the petitioner. 

W13 Nil Xerox copy of the administrative 

guidelines in reference book on staff 
matters issued by Respondent/bank 
regarding appointment of temporary 
employees. 

W14 Nil Xerox copy of the Reference book on 
Staff matters Vol. Ill consolidated upto 
31-12-95. 

W15 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—V. Muralikannan. 

W16 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from 

Madurai zonal office for interview of 
messenger post—K. Subburaj. 

W17 06-03-97 Xerox copy of the call letter from Maduri 
zonal office for interview of messenger 
post—J. Velmurugan. 

W18 17-03-97 Xerox copy of the service particulars 

— J. Velmurugan. 

W19 26-03-97 Xerox copy of the letter advising 

selection of part time Menial—G. Pandi. 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

W20 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the appointment order to 
Sri G. Pandi. 

W21 

Feb.2005 

Xerox copy of the pay slip of T. Sekar for 
the month of February, 2005 wait list No. 
395 ofMadurai Circle. 

W22 

13-02-95 

Xerox copy of the Madurai Module 
circular letter about Engaging temporary 
employees from the panel of wait list. 

W23 

09-11-92 

Xerox copy of the Head office circular 
No. 28 regarding Norms for sanction of 
messenger staff. 

W24 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the minutes of the Bipartite 
meeting. 

W25 

09-07-92 

Xerox copy of the settlement between 
Respondent/Bank and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation for 
implementation of norms—-creation of 
part time general attendants. 

W26 

07-02-06 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Conversion of part time 
employees and redesignate them as 
general attendants. 

W27 

31-12-85 

Xerox copy of the local Head Office 
circular about Appointment oftemporary 
employees in subordinate cadre. 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

17-11-87 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M2 

16-07-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M3 

27-10-88 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M4 

9-01-91 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M5 

30-07-96 

Xerox copy of the settlement. 

M6 

09-06-95 

Xerox copy of the minutes of conciliation 
proceedings. 

M7 

28-05-91 

Xerox copy of the order in W.P. 
No. 7872/91. 

M8 

15-05-98 

Xerox copy of the order in O.P. 
No. 2787/97 of High Court of Orissa. 

M9 

10-07-99 

Xerox copy of the order of Supreme Court 
in SLP No. 3082/99. 

M10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the wait list of Trichy 
Module. 

Mil 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the order passed in CMP 
No.16289 and 16290/99 in W.A. 
No. 1893/99. 


3855 G1/2007—52 
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^ 29 3PTR1, 2007 

■5JT.3TT. 2828. —1947 (1947 
14) W3 17 ^ 3WFR fsFT4T 

WRET ^ w frRTfrf sffr Trferf ^ #3, 
sEpro tj frrfe 3fraTfTT>' r Rf#4 rttr TiWlfrrT: 
37fVWT/9R -4I4IU4 ^ W (#v4wTT 34/2001 ) 

RTt RRcft f, 4^4 TF^FR 29-8-2007 RTt RTRT 

13TT RT I 

[R. Tt^T- 12011 /13/2001 -3fTf3TR(^t-lI) ] 
<lF4^ <2>HK, 4i<b 3?fRR>Rt 

New Delhi, the 29th August, 2007 
S.O. 2828. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
34/2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribuna I- 
Cum-Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
VigayaBank and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 29-8-2007. 

[No. L-12011 /13/2001 -IR (B-II)] 
RAJrNDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE-560022 

Dated, 7th August, 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri A. R. Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 
C. R. No. 34/2001 

IPARTY 

The General Secretary, 

Vijaya Bank Workers Orgainsation, 

37/1, Floor, CarStreet, Ulsoor, Bangalore 

II PARTY 

The Regional Manager, 

Vijaya Bank, Head Office, 41 12, M.G. Road, 

Trinity Circle, Bagalore. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by c lause (d) of sub-section 2 A of the Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order No. L-12011/13/2001/IR(B-1I) dated 30th April 
2001 for adjudication on the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether M/s. Vijaya Bank is justified in removing 
Shri Narayan P. Bangera, former Clerk from service 
w.e.f. 14-2-1998? If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to ?” 


2. A charge sheet dated 2-6-1997, came to be issued 
against the first party workman for his act of remaining on 
unauthorised absence on five occassions between the 
periods from 15-7-1996 to 4-3-1997 for a period of 168 days 
and also remaining on continous absence from 10-3-1997 
& onwards, on feigned sickness disobeying the instructions 
of higher authorities calling upon him from time to time to 
report for duty, reporting for duty at Zonal Office, Bombay 
in terms of transfer order and relieving order dated 13-7- 
1996 to Bandra Branch directing to report for duty at Zonal 
Office Bombay and that he failed to appear before the doctor 
of bank’s choie to get him medically examined to ascertain 
the genuineness of the reasons of medical grounds 
mentioned by him in various medical certificates in 
remaining absent from duty and therefore, he committed 
the misconduct against the following five charges:— 

Charge No. 1: Your act of remaining absent from 
the duty unauthorisedly in violation of the leave 
rules of the bank amounts to gross misconduct under 
sub clause(p) of Clause 19.5 of Chapter XIX of the 
Bipartite Settlement. 

Charge No. 2. Your non compliance of instrauction 
of your officeial superiors and your failure to report 
for duty amounts of disobedience of lawful and 
reasonable orders of the official superiors, which is 
an act of gross misconduct under sub clause(e) of 
clause 19.5 ofChapterXIXofthe Bipartite Settlement. 

Charge No. 3. Your act of remaining absent from duty 
on the grounds of feigned sickness as detailed above 
amounts of an act subversive of discipline constituting 
gross misconduct under sub clause (j) of clause 19.5 
ofChapterXIXofthe Bipartite Settlement. 

Charge No. 4. Your act on not reporting for duty in 
terms of the Transfer Order ofZonal Office, Mumbai 
and Relieving order of Bandra Branch as detailed 
above amonnts to an act gross misconduct under 
sub c lause (e) Clause 19.5 of Chapter X of the B ipartite 
Settlement. 

Charge No. 5. Your habitual act of remaining absent 
from duty unauthorisedly contrary to the leave rules 
of the bank constituting gross misconduct under 
sub clause (f) of Clause 19.5 Chapter XIX of the 
Bipartite Settlement. 

Your are, therefore, required to submit within 7 days 
of receipt of this charge sheet, a written statement of 
defence, if any, in triplicate to the undersigned setting 
forth your defence and show cause as to why 
disciplinary action should not be taken againt you 
for your alleged acts of misconduct, failing which it 
will be deemed that your have no written statement 
of defence to submit and the matter will be proceeded 
with accordingly. 
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3. The first party appears to have given his reply to 
the said charge sheet by way of his statement of defence 
dated 9-6-1997 admitting that he had failed to comply with 
the leave rules of the bank and requested the management 
to treat his case under Clause 19.12 (e) of the Bipartite 
Settlement and to take a lenient view on humanitarian grounds. 
Not satisfied with the explanation offered by the first party 
and keeping in view the misconduct of unauthorised absence 
committed by the first party workman on earlier occasions 
also the management thought it fit to hold an independent 
departmental enquiry against the first party and accordingly, 
the DE was held against him and on the conclusion of the 
enquiry, findings were sumilted by the enquiry officer holding 
him guilty of the above said 5 charges and it is thereupon, 
the first party once again was given opportunity of hearing 
supplying him the copy of the enquiry report and ultimately 
was removed him from service, 

4. The case of the first party workman as made out 
in the Claim Statement is that he jointed the services of the 
management bank as a sub staff on 19-7-1980 and was 
promoted as a Clerk from 1 -1 -1985. He worked with different 
branches in different capacities and at the time of his 
termination from service he was working at Bandra branch, 
Mumbai. 

5. After referring to the charge sheet and the fact that 
the Domestic enquiry was ordered against him despite his 
submitting explanation giving out the reasons for his absence 
from duty. The first party challenged the enquiry proceedings 
on several grounds (not referred there being separate finding 
on DE). As far as the marits of the case is concerned, the first 
party challenged the enquiry findings on the ground that 
they suffered from perversity as there was no discussion of 
evidence and documents produced by the management and 
that conclusion drawn by the enquiry officer holding him 
guilty of the charges was not supported by evidence brought 
on record. He then challenged the order passed by the 
disciplinary authority in removing him from service on the 
ground that the disciplinary authority mechanically adopted 
the reasons given by the enquiry office ignoring his past 
record of service and that the punishment imposed upon 
him was disproportionate to the charges of misconduct 
alleged to have been committed by them. He also contended 
that the management victimised him bypassing the impugned 
punishment order though some of the employees were given 
lesser punishment for similar misconduct of unauthorised 
absence committed by him. Therefore, requested this tribunal 
to set aside the impugned punishment order and to reinstate 
him in service with full backwages, continuity of service and 
other consquential benefits. 

6. The management by its counter statement, while, 
giving out the details of the past conduct of the first party 
and the punishment imposed upon him on several 
occasions eariler to the charge sheet in question, at 
para 4 of the Counter Statement gave the details of charge 
sheet at paras 7 to 16 of the Counter statement. While, 


meeting the case of the first party on merits, the 
management contended that a detailed and full dress 
enquiry was conducted against the first party giving him 
opportunity to defend himself, however, the first party 
pleaded guilty to the charges and the management to be 
on safer side adduced oral as well as documentary evidence 
in order to substantiate the charges leveled against the 
first party and it is on the conclusion of the enquiry, the 
enquiry officer submitted his findings holding him guilty 
of the charges giving cogent and valid reasonings 
supported by sufficient and legal evidence and therefore, 
enquiry findings suffered from no perversity; that the 
Disciplinary authority after careful consideration of the 
entire records and taking into consideration the 
representation dated 5-1-1998 given by the first party in 
response to the enquiry report, proposed the punishment 
of removal from service vide order dated 24-1-1998 and 
once again the first party by his representation dated 
7-2-1998 requested the management to take lenient view. 
However, keeping in view the gravity of the misconduct, 
the disciplinary authority confirmed the punishment 
proposed against the first party; that the first party did not 
choose to prefer any appeal against the final order passed 
by the Disciplinary Authority but raised the dispute dated 
19-9-2000 after two year of the dismissal order resulting 
into the present proceedings and therefore, the reference 
is liable to be dismissed. 

7. Keeping in view the respective contentions of 
the parties with regard to the validity and fairness or 
otherwise of the enquiry proceedings, this tribunal on 
25-3-2004 framed the following preliminary issue:— 

“Whether the Domestic Enquiry conducted against 

the first party by the second party is fair and 

proper”? 

8. During the course of trial of the said issue, the 
management examined the enquiry officer as MW1 and 
got marked seven documents at Ex. Ml to M7. The first 
party examined himself as W1 and after hearing the learned 
counsels for the respective parties this tribunal by order 
dated 20-7-2006 recorded a finding on the above said issue 
holding that the DE held against the first party by the 
second party is fair and proper. Thereupon, learned 
counsels for the respective parties were heard on merits 
and the case is posted this day for award. 

9. Learned counsel Shri BDK representing the first 
party, vehemently, argued that the first party though did 
not dispute his absence from duty for a period of 168 days 
as leveled in the charge sheet but it is not disputed that he 
submitted leave applications followed by medical 
certificates on almost all the occasions and his absence 
being on medical grounds, it cannot be said that it was a 
case of unauthorised absence and that the first party 
remained absent from duty intentionally or that it was a 
gross misconduct committed by him so as to invite the 
extreme punishment of removal from service. Learned 
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conusei submitted that keeping in view the aforesaid facts 
and circumstances of the case, the first party deserved 
lenient view and therefore, the punishment imposed upon 
him be modified by a lesser punishment. 

10. Whereas, learned counsel for the management 
supported the findings of the enquiry officer. His 
contention was that the first party workman has admitted 
his unauthorised absence from duty for the period in 
question right from the day he submitted his explanation 
to the charge sheet and till the date he gave his 
representation to the Disciplinary Authourity in response 
to the enquiry reprot and then in response to the order 
passed by the Disciplinary Authority proposing the above 
said punishment. He further contended that apart from the 
plea of guilt by the first party the management produced 
oral as well as documentary evidence during the enquiry 
to substantiate the fact of the misconduct committed by 
the first party not only in remaining absent from duty but 
also in not reporting for duty despite the instructions given 
to him and in not presenting himself before a doctor of 
bank’s choice for the purpose of medical examination to 
ascertain the fact of his ill health on which ground he was 
seeking leave from time to time to justify his absence from 
duty. Therefore, learned counsel submitted that keeping in 
view of the fact that the first party was punished on several 
occasions in the past for the very misconduct of 
unatuhorised absence from duty and not showing any 
improvement in his conduct despite sufficient opportunity 
given to them to do so taking lenient view, there was no 
wrong committed by the disciplinary authority in passing 
the impugned punishment order as he deserved no other 
punishment keeping in view the facts and circumstances 
of the case. 

11. In the face of the findings recorded by this 
tribunal that the DE held against the first party by the 
second party is fair and proper, the two points now emerge 
for. consideration are— 

(i) “Whether the findings of the enquiry officer 
holding the first party guilty of the charges 
suffered from any perversity and if not, 

(ii) The punishment imposed upon the first party 
removing him from service was not proportionate 
to the gravity of the misconduct committed by 
him.” 

12. As far as the first point is concerned, learned 
counsel for the first party as noted above, has not 
challenged the enquiry findings on merits very seriously. 
His only argument was that on each and very occasion of 
his absence from duty the first party had submitted leave 
letters and whenever he reported for duty the submitted 
the medicial certificates so as to disclose that during the 
peroid when he was away from duty he was suffering from 
ill health. Therefore, his submission in other words was to 
the effect that the case on hand was not the case of 


unauthorised absence but the absence caused on account 
of ill health so to say on medical grounds. 

13. After, having gone through the evidence brought 
on record during the course of enquiry and the reasonings 
assigned by the enquiry officer in holding the first party 
guilty of the charges 1 am not inclined to accept his 
submission. First of all as could be read from the 
proceedings of enquiry and the finding of the enquiry 
officer, the first party workman admitted the charges of 
misconduct leveled against him when he submitted his 
explanation to the charge sheet, unconditionally, however, 
with request to the disciplinary authority to consider his 
case under clause 19.12(e) of the Bipartite Settlement so as 
to take a lenient view against him. When the enquiry was 
ordered and he appeared before the enquiry officer, on the 
very first date of hearing, he pleaded guilty to the charges 
once again when was read over with them. It can be read 
from the records that after the enquiry findings were 
submitted holding the first party guilty of the charges and 
the first party was served with the enquiry report, by his 
representation referred to supra was once again requested 
the disciplinary authority to take a lenient view pleading 
quilty of the misconduct committed by him. It was the same 
stand taken by him when he was served with the order 
proposing the punishment of removal from service. 
Therefore, through out the enquiry proceedings and the 
proceedings taken place before the disciplinary authority, 
the first party went on pleading quilty to the charges 
seeking lenient view from the disciplinary authority. 

14. As far as findings of the enquiry officer is 
concerned, it can be very much revealed that the 
management in order to substantiate the aforesaid charges 
of misconduct, in all produced 28 documents marked at 
Ex. MEX 1 to 28 and examined one witness supporting the 
aforesaid charges. From the reading of the findings, it can 
be very well seen that for each and every charge leveled 
against the first party, the enquiry officer has given a 
separate and independent finding referring to the oral as 
well as documentary evidence. While referring to the 
documents at Ex. MEX 25 which are the copies of 
attendance register of Zonal Office, Bombay Pertaining to 
the months of August 1996 to 1997, the enquiry officer 
observed that the first party was absent during the period 
from 15-7-1996 to 13-8-1996, from 19-9-1996 to 20-9-1996, 
from 23-9-1996 to 24-9-1996, from 7-10-1996 to 21 -12-1996, 
from 5- i -1997 to 4-3-1997 and from 10-3-1997 onwards for a 
peroid 30 days, 2 days, 2 days, 76 days & 58 days 
respectively. He observed that as per Ex. MEX 11, the letter 
dated 7-10-1996 the first party informed the Chief Manager, 
Zonal Office, Bombay of his intention of going on leave 
on the ground that he was not keeping well and requested 
to sanction three weeks leave on medicial ground. He also 
enclosed medical certificates. However, he remained absent 
from duty after the expiry of leave period from 7-10-1996 
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onwards without seeking further extension of leave. He 
should have reported for duty on 27-10-1996 but the failed 
to do so. He once again wrote a letter to the authority on 
19-11-1996 seeking leave on medical ground for a period of 
one month without enclosing medical certiciate. Enquiry 
officer while referring to Ex. MEX. 14, the leave letter ofthe 
first party dated 23-12-1996 requesting for sanction of leave 
for 76 days from 7-10-1996 to 21 -12-1996 observed that the 
said leave applied was not sanctioned by the competent 
authority and it was treated as unauthorised absence. He 
referred to telegram dated 9-01-1997 at Ex. MEX 15 where 
under the first party requested leave for two weeks but 
that was not considered vide Ex. MEX 16. He then reffered 
to the letter and the application of the first party dated 
5-03-1997 at MEX. 17 & 18 to observe that first party 
reported for duty to Zonal Office, Bombay only on 
5-03-1997. Giving margin to the fact that the first parly 
remained absent for two weeks from 6-01-1997 under the 
intimation to the management, however, the enquiry officer 
was justified in holding that for the remaining period of44 
days from 20-01 -1997 to 4-03-1997 there was no intimation 
from the first party for remaining absent from duty. 
Therefore, he recorded a finding that it was a case of 
unauthorised absence from 6-01-1997 to 
4-03-1997. Likewise for his abseence from 10-03-1997 
onwards, enquiry officer after having discussed and referred 
to MEX. 17, 20, 21, to 24 recorded a finding to the effect 
that he remained absent from duty unauthorisedly from 10- 
03-1997 onwards continuously and exceeding the period 
of 30 days. While discussing the charges No. 2 & 4 the 
enquiry officer also recorded his finding with reference to 
the documents that the first party did not report for duty at 
zonal office on 15-07-1990 in tenns of reliveing order dated 
13-07-1996 issued at Bandra branch. He failed to report for 
duty dispite the instruction given to him to do so 
immediately. While referring to the letters and the medical 
certificates produced by the first party at MEX, 9, 10, 14 & 

18, enquiry officer observed that the first party was in the 
habit of submitted his application along with the medical 
certificate requesting for sanction of leave only after 
reproting for duty at the office. Having referred to MEX. 6 
to 8, 11, 13, 17, 19, & 24 he observed that though by this 
letter it can be said that there was prior intimation from the 
first party for remaining absent but they were not 
considered by the bank as they were not submitted 
inaccordance with the leave rules of the bank. He then 
observed that then the first party was informed vide letters 
at Ex. MEX 12 & 23 to report for duty immediately but he 
failed to do so and thereby did not comply with the lawful 
and reasonable orders of the official superiors and findings 
accordingly was given. As regard to the charge No. 3 the 
first party failed to present himself before a doctor of 
bank’s choice, there is again a clear cut finding by the 
enquiry officer. Charge No. 5, which relates to the past 
record of the first party, there is again separate finding 
given by the enquiry officer. Therefore, the findings ofthe 


enquiry officer have been very much supported by 
sufficient and legal evidence and the reasonings given by 
him and the charges of misconduct leveled against the first 
party are very much valid and cogent. The contention of 
the first party that he went on submitting leave letters 
followed by medical certificates, therefore, he cannot be 
treated as unauthorised absence has absolutely no 
significance in the light of the aforesaid findings. Only 
because he went on submitted leave letter along with 
medical certicates, it cannot be considered to be a 
compliance of leave rules, as the leave asked for must be 
sanctioned by the authority concerned. In the instant case 
undisputedly, there was no leave sanctioned in favour of 
the first party for the period in question. Merely becacuse 
he produced certain medical certificates in support of leave 
letters it cannot be a circumstance sufficient to say that the 
reason given by him for remaining absent from duty was 
true and genuine. From the perusal of the medical certi ficate 
produced by him it can be seen that he suffered from no. 
single disease and each and every medical certificate shows 
a different kind of diseases like back ache, Abscess over 
upper lips, Spinal back, pain in abdomen, pain in ear, acute 
mental depression etc. Therefore, none of the disease 
mentioned above, first of all not come under the category 
of any serious disease so as to prevent the first party from 
attending the duty and secondly on their face itself it cannot 
be taken to be genuine medical grounds. Had he suffered 
from a serious disease that too for a sufficient long time 
and remained absent from duty for such a period then the 
matter would have been different. Here is the case where he 
goes on taking leave on medical ground and submitting 
such medical certificates for one disease or the other 
spreading over different period. That was the same reason 
which prompted the management to subject the first party 
for medical examination by a doctor of its choice. However, 
the first party did not oblige the management subjecting 
himself for such a medical examination and thereby it was 
further established that the medical grounds mentioned by 
him in the leave letters followed by medical certificates were 
not true and genuine. Therefore, keeping in view all these 
facts and circumstances of the case, the arguments advanced 
for the first party that he was not on unauthorised absence, 
cannot be accepted. As noted above, findings of the enquiry 
officer in holding him guilty of the charges are very much 
perfect and legal based upon sufficient legal envidence 
and hence it is to be held that charges of misconduct leveled 
against the first party have been very much proved. 

15. Now, coining to the question of quantum of the 
punishment. Keeping in view the fact that first party has 
remained absent from duty for a period of 168 days just 
within a span of 7 to 8 months, it cannot be said that the 
misconduct committed by him was not grave in nature. 
That apart, as could be read from his past record found 
mentioned at Para 4 of the Counter Statement and not 
countered or challenged by the first party, it can be seen 
that on earlier 5 occassions he had committed similar 
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misconduct of unauthorised absence. During peroid 
between 8-10-1987 to 23-01-1988 he was absent from duty 
unauthorisedly and when was charge sheeted he requested 
the disciplinary authority to treat his case under clause 
19.12(e) of the Bipartite Settlement and his request being 
granted by the disciplinary authority, he was punished 
with ‘warning’. On the second occasion he was charged 
with unauthorised absence for a period of 53 days and 
similar was the result, once again the matter being closed 
under clause 19.12(e) of the Bipartite Settlement. On 3rd 
and 4th occasions he remained absent from duty for a period 
of 75 days and 202 days and that time also he was given 
lenient treatment treating the case under the aforesaid clause 
by imposing the punishment of stoppage of one increment 
for a period of six months and stoppage of one increment 
permanently. On the last occasion in between the period 
from 3-5-1993 and 4-8-1994 i.e. during a period of about 15 
months he was charge sheeted for unauthorised absence 
for a total period of 440 days and this time enquiry was 
ordered and after having found him guilty of the charges a 
penatly of stoppage of six increments vide final order dated 
30-8-1996 was imposed upon him. Therefore, as argued for 
the management the case on hand appears to be a case of 
‘habitual absentee’ amounting to gross misconduct. Here 
is the first party who never made any improvement in his 
conduct despite being given several opportunities to mend 
himself taking a lenient view against him not on one 
occasion but on several occasions. As noted above, the 
last order of the disciplinery authourity passed against 
him for his misconduct was dated 3-8-1996 and it is from 
the month of July 1996 itself again he started remaining 
absent from duty as could be read from the present charge 
sheet. Therefore, first party appears to be incorrigible not 
bothered or interested in performing his duties. The banking 
institutions certainly cannot afford to have been services 
of such an employee. These are the institutions to be run 
very systematically with the help of sincere and hard 
working employees. In there result, it cannot be said that 
the management is not justified imposing the punishment 
of removal from service so as to get rid of the first party 
once and for all having been fed up with him taking lenient 
view on number of occasions. Therefore, it cannot be said 
that the impugned punishment was in any w-ay 
disproportionate to the gravity of the misconduct 
committed by the first party. Hence the following award: 

AWARD 

The reference stands dismissed. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 7th August, 2007) 

A. R. S1DDIQU1, Presiding Officer 
^ feRt, 29 SRTRT, 2007 

=BT.3TT. 2829.—srftfwi, 1947 (1947 
•^T 14) %TRT 17 ^ aFJHFI 3, qfefa TRPTR 

R R ifel felWl’ Rfr TdR 4>44 >kT 
R Rfe spptTj R ftps* ajWilPi* R' RfrjfRRR 


3TRicM u l/-?TR "'^TFTRrFT, cTTTJT R (R^R THs4T 7/2000) 
pR y+lfcld i, Rt R^Rl TR3TR Plf 29-8-2007 T4 W<t 
^3TT SIT I 

[R. TeT-12011/113/2000-3TTf3IR(/4t-11) ] 

New Delhi, the 29th August, 2007 
S.O. 2829. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
7/2000) of the Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, 
Udaipur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the management of and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 29-8-2007. 

[No. L-12011/113/2000-IR (B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

sRdtftrcj ajfefrm pci -timing, izpvg 

(test.) 

MldlHN TjfrrtIT, 3HT. TJxf. R. 

ji R. 07/2000 srrej 

tiodid ^ prahm sfed ferRT ■rt^tt tret, 

R4WRE, 444IRT-^REPT RRR, 

—prof 

RfRsfe: Rfe, 3TPR $fu44l, 

Rrtdd 3Rfei pflTR, rt4^t 

—feRt 

piRf pft Rfr R : Rt feter RRpR, 

feRt pfr RR R : Rt ttR^ Rig- Rfer 

fefe 20 2007 

HRcT TTEFR R m 'H4M4, m ?lfe PT3, Rwft 

RsiT^RlsPTTreT-nsll/in^OOOlT^ 12-10-2000 ^ 
SET PtHlfe felT W ^FflefP TR 3lfRfefa tg RfRcT fen 
PET:- 

Whether the action of the management of the Union 
Bank of India, Jaipur in imposing the penalty of 
Compulsory retirement w.e.f. 4-12-1999. Upon Shri 
Ramlal Harijan, a full time Sweeper is legal and justified 
If not, what relief the workman concerned is entitled 
to? 

TPP3RTT OT7tRR' 1 e; -4i4Id4 £RT ftfefr 25-10-2000 
pR feIRd 9TB RT4 Tfen 07/2000 felt 
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RaiFRTR TOT TOfarr rtTO fTOTO fTO i fTOn rt rtTO TOT 3tit TO 
fTOf f fFRafT TOT TOR TO « -^t fTOFT fft i 

*srr«fp fTO 3fR TO 'sr^cr fTOf TO f*f TOTOr TO sf rfrt i 
% *sn«ff fFRafT TO 37#T 1 -8-1979 TO TFTRT TO RR RT W®fT 
R^TO^f TO err, fttTO fif ftifr wrtwt w ®\ ft^ 

FTFK, FFF^T TO FF f^TT FFT I RlTO F 3TRTO TOftR 77 TORRF 
TO TOl ifIKsil RF-RFl SKI RlTOf FtT ^S'^|Kci nsiiRi FR TOl 
TO FRFF FTFTFF R^fll 5 ! fTOFT FFT FFT 3TRS oqFfHT f^FT F 
ITT S1W RT 3TTRfFT FFR RT fTO FefleT TO TOT fFFF TO 
7-1WIH TTfKfcl TO TOn TOft TO ^rTO 77RF FlT FRel FF TO rRT TO 
3H-c1 J frl <+>l4 FiH FT fFFYT ITOfI 3tTt F7TFR TORPF fTOFT FFT I 
TO TO TOfeFFT fFeT TOft TO RTcJF TO RT ?TR§T TO TOt TTqT 
TOTO STTT TO FTTT FFFTO TO TO FFTF TFFT R7J7T FlT 
FTO fal«TOl fTOFRFF FWTfFRkT F RFHTOfT To 7FFRT TOT 
TOT Rf, fTOrrTO frtrt fFRaft srt ^rr^ff ft! rft 3?RTr rf TOt, 
fTO RTFf RT FF 37TT1R cTFTFT fTO FF 7TO TO TTFTTO TO 
TOtFF fTT RFRT fR TOto FFFT f I TO RT TR^ff 4 
TOR TO7 FF 7TO fTO fTO ‘STT^ff 4 TO fTOlRcT TO f, F? 
TO 1 1 (TO fFRaft sttt FR twf TO TOf aTfTOTOt fa^FS 
FF TO FFTf TO, fTOi TO TOTO TO TOR TOT STTT RT^f 
Rrt ^FTT RRRF RK "RRTR 341 <1 h 7-41 R>I < RT74 fcHRT 

w R "5TT«ff ^ FRT F7 TOl 37fTO7l R ^TTM WTO 
TTfFF to TOtotTO' tot TO TOi tot, f^TO TO TO 
4 3TOJ7 TOTOTR TOTOT Rl TO^ct TOT, TO Rf 

TOTOTO -% rtoTO F^ ^ TORT TO TO toTO TO 

TO TITO I TO efc 3RTO R7 RTRf R4 ^ 3 tTO TORT 

26-10-99 TOT TOft ^ fTOTO TO FTO wTOl iTOTT R 
3 TOt ITOrt 20-11-99 TOT RTRf Fit TOt-R 4-12-99 
aTOr toTOr TOrg7 TOTOtf ^gTO is TO^; tror to 
fTO fTOtot r -TOfTO TOt TO tort to 4 TO TO TOaft to! 
3ttTOt to TO fTOrr, TOl froart tor fronro 4 - 12-99 
TOrttot tor TO TO to TO TOu, to toTO r 4 - 12-99 tot 
tTOTO TOto ^ TOTO TO TOtt, toTO toto^f toTO TO froa^ TO 

3TTTOl ITOfro 4-12^-99 TO7T 3TOTOTO TOR TO TOFT P^\ TO F^F 
TO sl^sa ■fTORT TOT TOlTOFTFt TO RlTO TO 7JH<4I^ TOT • gfTO^TOT 
3R7T7 TOT fFRT, fTOTO TO FFIFH TO fTOTF TO7T TOT TOlTOT TOf 
fFRT, FTOFTR TOt TOTO TOT TOTOT TOT fFRT I RTTO 3KTTO TTRfFT 
TO '^TOtft 3i7mTO f, FtoTO rtto^f trTO TOf 3#TO TO TO TO 1 
F^ fTO fiTO TO tjTO f 17 ^ TO rrf R7 ^ffTO tot 3tftt7 TOT TTOt 
RRT I F 1 ^ FTOTOR TO 3lfw TOTO TO TOlTTR TOTO fTO TOR t 1 
FRfTOTO rtTOt TO f fro fTO TOto fTOR fTO TO f^ TO 
3 T 5 ITO F 3tTOf TOfTO fTORT FlTO FFT TOfT fTOTO fTO TO 
fTOrro TO fTOFTRT TO ttw, 7trtf TOr-fTO, TOft fttr 3TOt TO 

7TTF 7TFT TO fcl4 FlTO TOT 3 TtTOt fFKllF! FTF I 

fFRaTO TO 3 trTO fftf TO rf sffTOcr fTOror t fro rtTO 
RHdld TO TOrTOtTOf TITOtTO toTOftTO FT 3fK 18-10-96 


TO 3ttTOt TO ^jTO toiRito 7trTO toTOftTO TO ftf fTO^ror ft i 
rtfT TO TOttot 3nfF TO fTO TO fTOfro 28-10-96 TO 3 rf?t 
^ttTO fTOTO TO i rtfT fTOw ^r^fFd TOTOr tot ttftf fTTO TO 
Fqqff Toff TOTO TO toTOfiRTO F TOFTO'lftTOT TO F7T-FFTOT TO7 
wTO FRTTOF FTTF 3ITRT TO7TO TO TOlTO FrR7 7FRT I RIFT TO 
3 TtTOr FTR7 TO7 TOTO TO 3T(TOTOlRTO F toTOftRTOT TO FfTOlcT F 
rTOh ITOrT I RTFf FIT tJF ffTOr ffTFT FTfTO ffIfft tor 
TO rTO Tfft ftftT fTOTO 3 ?rTO fftfif "^tm toT i tor fftTO 
FtTO TO RTFf 37^gfFF TOf tot fiftr fTTO TO frTO TOto7 
F7TTOT TOR TOT TO7 fTO Fetid F rTOr TOTFT I RTFf TO TO 

TO ^TOT TOtotfr rfptTOTO, FT7F ttttor TO TO TO i RF birTO 
3TTR TO ^TTFTFT FT, fTO TO fTOTO TO F*tTO TOf FFFlf F TOf 
TO RTFf TO fTOFTFcl TO ^JcR RTFT FFT I RTFf TO ^fTOl 7 TOh, 
tjtfrTO R7 TOft TO TOffTOTO TO TOftf ^ft ■gFiRFi TO 
FT71FT, FF TO 3T^7jfFF TOTO TO FHFlfd STcFTFR fTOFRI TO 
fff TOff ttrt.^-^t 7. TO. 282/1996 t i stTOrf TO 
RFFI^ FF 'HFTFRTT ^FT F fTOwS RTFT FFT I RTF? TO fFT^f % 

sm TO TOf frTO TOT ff tr^ ^ TO rtft fe rtf TO 
RtcSiiTO TO fff ffftTO TOT 3 R 7 rtfT TOT strTO fftf fit TO 
37FTR rftf TOtft i TOf TO TO TO rtTOftTO TO TO ff rtfT TOl 
TO ^TOr tr^t ff TO TO TOk rtTO TO 3tr fft ff fTO TO 
ftTO TO TOf TOfftTO TO TRar F7T fif fTO TOtfrif TOT' TOl fTO 
fTO fTOfTFT TO WcT TR^T FF F7FTaF fTOTO f 1 rtTO TO 
R^F TO RFF R7 ^TO TO fTOTO TFjfFF 3R7F fFFT FFT 3fR FF 
fh ff frTO-ff TOT f■3F, fTOTOr; TO 3ttTOt TOTO fTOTO TOff 

RF TOf f I RtTO FIT TOFTFFeT 3TTF5T FFT W FFT FF TOft TO 3TfF- 
fTOfT F fTOfiRTO TO "feeTTR fTOFTTFrl FfTO FF 37l1TO TFT TO RF 
3TRTO -3H^Pdd FFFTfF FF 77F7F TOTO FR FFTF fTOTO TO (RTF 
F3TF FR 3T7TRrel RFR FFFT TFT I fTOTOr; fTOr RiTOtI RF 

tTOTOt fTOTO fTO fr TOTOff ITOft i fFRaft TO 3 rTO ffr TO fTOTOiR 
FcFT TO 37fTOF fTOFT 1TO TOf '^TOtFT RtTOfFT fif To ITOoSlTO 
fTO RT7RF FFF ^ fTO TO, FtTO FTF^F Ffs RTFTFTF FFTOrTO 
R7 RfTO fTOTOTTO'FfFTOFTOFRltFT fFRTO TOTO RlTO R7 
ftrtTO TO 3tkTO TOT rtfrr TO tTOff fTO TO fTOTO TOft 11 

"TO TO ^ TOftTOtt rt fftt gTO TO TOk fTOnTO 
17-5-07 sttTOt rtRf ff rtTO TO fFTRS fTO TO fTOx^^Tf TOT 
TOft TOfTOr fTOFT fft i fhTO ryfri rtTO TOT fTOTO fTO rr TO 
rr rt TOTO rTO fTO ffr ^TO TO i 

rtTO TOl fTOrafT TO fTOFiTO 4 - 12-99 fTO rtTO rt fTO 
3tttTr TO 37fTOFrTO TOft Rt^f ffTO fr rr ITOft fft i rtTO rt TO 
stitTr ft fTO fttTO fTOfaTOM TO Iffts ^ ITOfrff rftfTOTO 
W TTTFRT iTO 3TR TOT FfTO fTOrrTO fFRaftFF FR F TOrR 
3tR TTOrTOTfr fTO TOfrt fTOTO 1 

rtTO TO RfFfTOfF TO ftrTO fTOT TO trTOr TO fa hi fTO d 

rtIfr TOTOf rt^f fTOTO f :- 

( 1 ) lIIXTeT.RFl.TO. (TrTO.) FFiTOftTOr 252 
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(2) IIITTqT.ttft.#. (Wi.) SdlSMK'fo 79 I 

t#3# # Tftfrfa # 3T#1 T#f # TR?#T # PiHlT+rt 
PM-h tr# f :- 

(!) 1994 (2) (TO).#*1340 Ost#.) 

( 2 ) 1 993 (2) (TO.) #T 202 (#.#.) 

(3) 1999 T^LSni#. #F 1224 (TO.) 

(4) 1999 X?L3ni#t. #4 1493 (TFlfeT3) 

(5) 2003 (T) #.3X1.33R. #T 825 (T[#R##) 

(6) 2006 #sr 657 (7JTP3##) 

(7) 2005 (T) 33t.TXl.TXl.33R. #T 959 (7J#TT7#) 

(8) 1998 (TT) 33t.TXT.33R #3! 1070 (T[#RTTt2) 

(9) 1998 T^UTqT3TR #T 356 (Tpttr##) 

(10) R.3n£33R 1998 (^#P3T7#) #si 27)3 

(11) 1997(77) ^.T^T.STR. #*1 170 ($<rll^l«IK) 

##’ W #t 33# 3 TT^T fM# TIT 7TOTT 

# RTTT 31fafdl«bH t#TT 7TTT 133 TTOT #t TTTT# TT 
TfTTTT# F#F 33c4d)TH t#TT 1 

33T TTTTdt TT RTRRT #fOT T# TTT I## 73TST TTT 

sttfiith -f^rqT ttt TOf^ra W? xt tttt trot# # 

3TT^rR TT 133 TTOT # OTTO # % f##j ^33 Ml f - 

tt# #### ^ 37#t tot? 4 tf w 11% 3TT«ff Tit 

TT cRT T #TTH TT 33)## #TT t#fcT t#TT t # 
3RT#T3 #T3 ##RT #t TUfT'T # 33TTT tl #f#T X# k thT 
TRET 3R# £RT TT^d #1 3TT#RT TT # T# t#TT $ 1 TIT? 
3T53jfTT dlfd TTT TT 3TR 133 TTRX TTFFT TTT^|T TT tTT^l J l u l 
#1 TFT T TtTfH tTRTT, F33I 7TTSR }<*)# TT T# 1? t 

X# #### TTT ^TT cl# TF t f# X# # FRT tTRTT 
TTT TTcd (fTO TR5TF) T# f 1 X# T3 ^TTTT 

TTTTTT STT^Tmi t TTT^MTTT s TTTT^'TfT'^t, 
TT TTT X# X) TfTT# TTf TTgfTT 3TT7R XXT tTTTT TTT 
t I XTTfcTX OTF # tTOTTf #t XFFTT Xt Tf, fTTT T f#T 

# TTJFTR #XTT 33X31 TT X# Xf "^TTTTT # 3TTTR TT TlTT 
T?TTTT ti TFT: TTTf TtrirrT TT T^ T7TT ETtTTR TT^ TFT 
Wf t I 

Tmf ^ trrs: t^ttt tt^ ^ ttt ^rfert 

tTTTT TTT t I TTr fTTT TT Wl ^ TT^TR tTTtfel TtTTTT 
3TTTT TT TPTifTd TT f I TTT ftmi TC ^TR T>t T^ 33k 
33TTR TC TTTf TTf tTT^tTT 3 iTTT t ^ TtTcT 
t 1 TT«tf TT T^ T3TT 11% TTTf ^ ^FcT ^ 33^W 3 TT«tt Tit 
33fTTT T^ tTTT TTT f, ^3 TOT OTt TTft ^ I ^ f33 
?TTi T TR tTTTT 3TTT TTTt £RT RhA TjTT T3 tTTR tTTTT I 
TTTf ^RT fTTT TTT ^cT T^-Rtr t I TTTt ^ tTTFT ^ 
33fTT3TttTf TTt tWTT TTFFTTt TT3 Tft t ^Tt fTTTOT TTT 3 


TTf TT^ TOT TfTT TT^TT SRT fTTTFvFTcf T TT TtTt 
iTTTOT TTTTT# ^rf fTOTlf t T) 3T^IFH4^Hdl TTt TT3t t F 

# 33TTT t t TT# ^ t#3#TO # fTF^ T^ ^ WTTT # 

TF^T tTRTT fT FFT^T # -jf^rT t[ # TTRtTT# TT) Tf 1 
XT’ 33#TTT TTtTTft gKl tTTFT # TcT TriTTlU# # [^^«5 
IT 3TT3R Tft T31#TT# TTTT F3 TTT # arjfTRT t # 
3T^TR3T#TTT t I ^ o^fTT #TT # T^ OT # 3rfTTRt T# 
7? i -srmf # tttt # # t 1 ^ trrr ttt t 

TF TT# £RT tr# M ^TT # 3TfOT TtTT RT ^T t, 
f3R# 133 ^TTTTTT ^T3T ¥3T^T T# #t 33TTTTTTT TT3 T# 
33T#t I 

3T^TR3fTT TffTTRt TTT 33f^TTT3t # # 33TcTT t, 
33T3 fWT T Mr # TTTTTT t i ^33 TTTTT 3 # #T 33fTr 
TR) 33^TT3TtTT TftTTRt # ^ i 33?T: # #3^ TTT Tt Tf "t 
33k TT# 33TTR T3 3TT# Tt # tTTTT TTT t TF 
^t^T’irg ^T t 1 

TTT# # TtTtTfT ^ 33 1 # 3T#f # 7RT#T tf # ^TTfTTT 
tt#T T^d t#k ^ ^ ^TTtTTT f#t# k Tt#T ?f ^T RT #3t3#dTf 
W ' 5 1#3RT TTTTT # TT# ITT Tftft#T# # #cT T# wt t, 
^3TfF# TTTcT #tf TnrfTTT tr#T W 3TTOT T3 cTF^T# t’l 
TTtrr t#3# #### # # ^Trfrrr tr#r cirtf # 33R#r 

# OT^cT tr# t, <T# # 33fTT3m ^4lPlT, # T«T Trg' 
#3tt##TT‘ f33 T#3H TTTOT # TO# R# #3ft#T# # #^T 
Wcflf, ^33 TOTT # -mPqch tr#T f33 3TTOT T3 TTTX7T# t' I 

#W3EOT3 ¥RTTT tf TT# Tit f#3#fFT # #TJ n 
TTT 3T tc ll!kd TR 33fTTFt #TT fd^'d TT# TTT 1#3RF 4-12-99 
Tit # 33#YT TTfRT t#TT t, R33 33TT7T #' Tf#T TfTcT 
R# #T t I ^33tk# TT# XIHdld TTtf TTFT TTT TT ##33# 

T#'t I 

3TcT: TTTcT 3T3TT3 # ^3 RTMT # 33K7T t#TTTT 
12-10-2000 TTf TSTdkd TRcf RTR 133 1TT3R TTf# fTTTf 
TTcfT "t f# — tTT# #TTT #TT 33TTT lf#TT # 33#7T tTTTT 
4-12-99 # TT^3TR TT# # 3JTFTR3 ##FT #1 33tTT# #Ti 
fT#T TTT tTTT TTT t TF #TT #T t ! -33T: TT# #r| 
3TFT Xt TTf# TTT! TR^ TTT 33fTT3Rt T# t I 

TTTF 33R f#rfT3 28-06-2007 Tt 3|^ ^TTTRTT T 
RlOINI TTTR ^TITT TTT l 

FRROT FTTTf, #3133# 3TTTT 

TftOTf, 29 33T7T, 2007 

TRT.33T. 2830. —#lflf#F#TTT 33f#TTT, 1947 (1-947 
T3T 14) TTf TRT 17 # -T^TOT # ##T 3RT7R TiR#t7TT 

trr # tt’ttt # tto ftrtet m rt# # #r, 
33FTT # trt#e t1#Pit, frnr # ##r ttttr ##Pi^ 
33fTTOT/TT ^TTTTeTT, 3TFOTTTF # TTT3 (TR# 3TOT 



I'm II-WTS 3(ii)] 


*TRcl 33 TT3PT3 : 29, 2007/3Tlfe3 7, 1929 
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944/2004) 3^ ychl^ld 333t t, 3^0 TR33T 3tt 
29-8-2007 ^ mi ^ W \ 

[U T^-12012/100/93-STlfefell)] 
Tllfe <f3TR, ^3T TTffet 

New Delhi, the 29th August, 2007 

S.O. 2830. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
944/2004) of the Centra! Government Industrial Tribunal- 
Cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Corporation Bank and their workman, received by the 
Central Government on 29-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/100/93-lR(B-Il)] 
RAJ1NDERKUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABLUR COURT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

Shri A, A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute (Reference C.G.I.T.A.) No. 944/04 
Old I.T.C. 9/93 

Regional Manager 
Corporation Bank 
Navrangpura 

Ahmed abad-3 80 009 .F irst Party 

V/s. 

President 

Gujarat Bank Workers Union 
8 , Jagmat Cross 


Rajkot .Second Party 

APPEARANCE 

First Party : (Absent) 

Second Party : Shri P.S. Vasavada 

AWARD 


1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour and 
Employment by its Order No. L-12012/100/93/IR(B-Il) dated 
01-09-1993 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Despute Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Corporation Bank, Regional Office, Ahmedabad for 
not considering the case of Shri P.R. Chauhan a part- 
time employee for absorption as full time employee 
is jistified? if not, to what relief the employee is 
entitled to?” 


2. In support that second part)' filed statement of 
claim by Ex. 5 which was replied by first party by filing 
written statement by Ex. 7. 

3. Meanwhile second part)' arrived to withdraw and 
by purshis by Ex. 13 he prayer to take this reference on 
board and decide. 

Accordingly today reference is taken on board. 
Second party by his purshis Ex. 13 presented in Secretary 
Gujarat Bank Work’s Union with Advocate prayed to 
disposed off the reference. Hence 1 hereby pass the 
following order. 

ORDER 

In view Ex. 13 the reference is disposed off. No costs. 
Dated: 25-6-2007 

Ahmedabad A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

feft, 29 3TW, 2007 

W.3R 2831.—fefe 3TfafWT, 1947 (1947 

33 14) 3ff 3TCI 17 ^ IHUhK ^37 

3EJ33 fife fefe feK 4 TE33T fefe 

'MWMV 3.-1, ^ fe: (tM WTT 

145 / 2004 ) 3 ^ yefiifera fef t, fern wftc 33 

29-8-2007 TTt ]|3U «TT I 

[R. R3-12012/224/2003fe3TR(3f-lI)] 

New Delhi, the 29th August, 2007 

S.O. 2831.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
145/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
Cum-Labour Court, No. 1, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Allahabad Bank and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 29-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/224/2003-IR (B-Il)] 
RAJfNDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI RAJESH KUMAR, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT-1, CHANDIGARH 

Case No I.D 145/2004 


Sh. Dilbagh Singh C/o Sh. J.G.Verma. H. No. 3030/1, 
Sector 44-D, Chandigarh. 

Applicant 


Versus 


The Regional Manager, Allahabad Bank, Regional Office, 
Jalandhar (Punjab) -144001 

Respondent 


3855 GI/2007—53 
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APPEARANCES 

For the workmen : None 

For the management : Shri I. P. Singh with Basant Lai 

AWARD 


and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 29-8-2007. 

[No. L-17012/9/2003-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 


Passed on 7-8-2007 

Central Govt, vide notification No. L-12012/224 /2003- 
IR (B-II) dated 10-3- 2004 has referred the following dis¬ 
pute to this Tribunal for adjudication :— 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Allahabad Bank, Jalandhar in imposing the 
punishment of removal from service on Shri 
Dilbagh Singh, Ex-Head cashier w.e.f. 19-7-2001 
by way of compulsory retirement on the allega¬ 
tion of misappropriation of Rs. 92,000 is illegal 
and unjustified? If so, what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled to and from which date ?” 

2. Case repeatedly called. None appeared for the work¬ 
man. Awaited upto 3 P.M. Sh. l.P. Singh advocate for the 
management request for closing the case as on the last 
date of hearing also none appeared for the workman, 1 
have found that on the last date proxy advocate appeared 
and on the last to last date i.e. 19-3-07 none appeared and 
last opportunity was given. It appears that workman is not 
interested to persue with the present reference as for the 
last many dates none has appearing on behalf of the 
workman. In view of the above since none is appearing on 
behalf of the workman, there is no useful purpose will be 
served in keeping this reference pending, therefore, the 
same is returned to the Central Govt, for want of prosecu¬ 
tion. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned to record. 

Chandigarh: 7-8-2007. ’ ; 

RAJESH KUMAR,' Presiding Officer 

Rf fecrft, 29 3RTRT, 2007 

RR.TO. 2832.-sfisilfTO fRRK StfafaRR, 1947 ( 1947 

RR 14) 4ft RRT 1 7 ^ 3RJR<u| ^ffe'41 

trn® wife, rt totot ^ Tfe feRferrf affe rto) 
^rtferna qfr #r, srjr'r r frrfete aftefero ferro fe srfejtfTO 
■3TfelWT, RRRy ^ W (R4*f wn 7/2003) Rtf TOTffecT 
WTT t, fef 4^4 WR Rl 29-8-2007 Rif TOT R j 

[FT. R^-170l2/9/2003-3ir#TR(^-I)] 
tor cptR, arffewTl 

New Delhi, the 29th August, 2007 

S.O. 2832,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
07/2003) of the Industrial Tribunal, Udaipur, as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of The New India Insurance Company Ltd., 


3R[TO 

3fteflp|ch Rtcdd 3TfejRTRR Tier $TR WT4, 

( TOT. ) 'Midi Rid 3TfRRRff-2Tf ijfw, 

3 TTT, R/R. Tif. TTR. 

WRRUI FT. 7/03 3 Ttf.cff. 3 TTT. 

Rf TOjfw ffen RRTTlw TFP^T, 

PiqKTl RTR TOT, TORteT ffefe, fTOTT 344^7 

. . .TOtf 




I. yt<f^l4> TT 44-RRT, RI4id4, 

fe 5^-541 ystqU'R RRRdf ffe., 

RfR, fertR w, Ufa Tte, rrtjt 


9tf Ritsii yq-RRT, 
fe RTOff %, 

3-RT^TOR, 344^ 

Rt iTOTf RTORt, R^STT 444^14, 
3- RT^RRR, '344|j< 


. . .'fRF4ff 7 T 0 T 

TTfWT : 


TOff fet RR R : Rf TT% fRRRf, 

R>t 3TR R : RRt?RT RtTRM 


TOT7 

fero 24 Rf, 2007 

RRcT RTOR T& RR RTOTR, ^ fwfet £K? fefTO 8 pf, 
2003 Rrf 3TT47T TRs4T ReT./l 7012/9/2003-Rlf 3TR («ft-3Tlf) 
fe TR TOTR fet 3Tf4^4il fR 44 let 4 Rif 3TfRffefeq fr[ RfRR 
Trf :— 

Whether the action of the management of the New 
India Insurance Company Ltd., in terminating the 
services of Shri Babu Singh S/o. ShriNawal Singh 
w.e.f. 7-12-95 is legal and justified? If not, what 
relief the workman is entitled to?” 

.RRR 3TT7T4 RR RRR TOT FT WTRRf 'gRT fRTO 

I 6 - 6-2003 rtt feRfem m ^rort 7/03 ^ 

tort rtorft Rfl fefer to! fro; ftti f^r m ^ feft 

fe RtfeR r IrrstIrr Rfff 3fh: tr totr rrt Irtrt rrh 

FTRf fet 3 Tfe R TR^R R#T ^ R 8 R R^T R ?R TOR f 
% TOff RR iRFafl WH R4T fe-TO 15-5-91 =F RfeTT R 


[HR II-7sRF 3(ii)] 


FF ; pTidMl. 29, 2007/3TrfeTF 7, 1929 


t^TfsF 24-5-91 Tt 16-8-91. FFT 33T8feFfefefe rf FT 
fefe RRsdl 2-3 If 33FtF fFJFF feni 3Rd) q^-cfi^ f^q|] 
T3. FF3 Ft 33lfel r^ich 20-4-92 £RT fekb 1 -5~92 Tt 24~7~92 
cT^T 33fe fife 14-8-93 Tt SK3 7-6-93 ^ 30-8-93 FFT 
■3 ;: rF?P : it ■qpft Ffe ^ ff ft 3rr«rf Fit felt tt. 2-3 3 t#t 
tTf^fcKl ^TTfr Fit, ctfe felfef g[RI Flit TT. fedi 24-5-91 
6-12-95 FFi TTFTclK felT feft If Ft Ffe felt F,fe | {l 
^F FT Fill fen Tfqy | fe|fef Flit 33TfeT 

^ ?r?TT ttit -^i^f -^hcpr f^T^fRcr ^cft ^^fsrcTT ^ i%Trr^ 
^F TTf^T FiT tJFFTF fen FFT, UPdH 3RT fetf FiT Fife Fit 
fe^F ^F 3T^7R RFR# ^ TTf^T FiT ^TcTH Ifen ^flcn FTI 
T^(HSdl j iuf F 3TT 8 tF Fit Pfed> 7-12-95 Fit fFFT Fitf Fi)<uj FF!F 
FtPslF> 3TT^T Tt feT TJFFi FiT feT 33tT y^nq Tyy 
*rfet, 96 I ff Ffefe fI n# fr fen ^nsff fI •f^rrar 
7-12-95 Fit fe ^FFi Fife ^ tjcf fe|t | Fit| fetF FF, 
^nfet ff Fit fen, Ffe.Ftfee ft feffer 4 arfe Ft Fit 
f^l FTlf 3 feltFR fe 33FlF fefe fe Ife Frfen 
FiM I* 240 fed Tt 33fei Fife feFTT Fy FFffeT feFF 
STFft Idll, flqlt TTTF1F Fit 3Tffe Ft ll “felfeT £1TT 
3TT83f Fit "iTT FTF fe ''JFFi FiTFT 33feFF 9R sq^FTT I F 
yi^Pa=ti ^FFT fe fa<&t-al fe Pq*<=s ti fefe FtIft Ft | 
1% felPb 7-12-95 FF Ft F| TtFT Tjfe Ft FffeFd F <33^^ 
^Pqd 1%RT ^ RT^ff ^7T dc^kd ^T ^?1H ^TFTT ^ ^ 
^T ^«3^F P^ii’ct, -yy ; «T?(crfl rl4>dP 33^P3 ^ ^uf 
^ 33^3 eTT^T f^cTR; ^1 

^^l J i u i ^ 33 r^ ^ ■qRP : ^kF anqpdiif # f 

f^3^¥'<Sdl TT^T^ f^i'ch 15-5-91 338M f^33t qt 33^11^73 
=Fl T^TFlt 33?M 3T?^3T^ Midi ^Tc3T ^ Ry P^'^h! ^ 33Wf^T 
wrf u 2 ,3 ^ 33#r Pt^t ^ti ton 

^ 33TOT#3 TT53 333«rrf ^3 ^ RR ^5 M ^ f^r 
T fpft' ^3T# ^ "^Pict) Td^^O TqT T®T! 'Tpft 338M cfRT ^Tf 
^FT ?fl 8fT Ff fell cFl Pd^dd %RT1 ^nsff tfw Tf^y 

■3FR3FTI 33^|cblkfld «3T cT^TT Wqf ^T ^ 33FTT ^ f^3T| 

t^fypqTTf <£ T|t33 ^ qt T^T Tff^T M ^1 
3T^P4 ^ TFt I 33Fqf dH d^fl 73IT Ft 'dFf RRT 

dt ^ ^ 1 J ? 3di'd^ dF RTF FFt’ 8311 Rl^ff ^ 

■qR f^3^M ^ -33^81 ^3 ^ eim RRT ^ ^ ^3 ^ ^ 3 F 
fel ll R183f ^ 240 fe 3 33ffe f^3 FT 

Ffn^dRdi 33ferfen^fl PidiMi fnszn tifeffefdF 24 - 5-91 
-Tt 6-12-95 ndF FFt ‘dFfel 33^p4 4’ dFfel feyajlsMI dfe 
^ dlni fe^fr dferrct ff 'dFTp ^ 

dfe d fe 8F1 

fe#rm ^ 33q^ FFFl $ 'RF^R '37R Rt -qn 
Rfer F8R FcdF, -RTRRfe fe ^ feT WIRT t FRT RF 
3Tfer fen t fern ff sffer fefFF r 33fe ^ 

^ 33#! Pl^dd FF^ ^ cTRTR F«R RT^f A tR8RT 3ffer fer 
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ti 3F83f ^ 'fe^ft F fefdF 24-5-91 ^ 6-12-95 cfqF cFFTdR 
■^4 ^nft efferrct F^"qF FF ^pf fe ^ F8R FFt Rt FckT #F 
RFRT |l F5TR ^gff -f%q^ t £ 3^ fe ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

fefdF 7-12-95 FF fe ^ ^?4dF fe FF FFlf F?F |t fe’ RTI 
F5R RTRf fe ^ It fe 831 If fe FFt| 33fe FF, fefe FF, 
Ftfe ; Ftfe I 33Tf| H FF 3FSFT It fe' FTI FTFf F fe# 
fen FFFdl FFfeTF I’ FFRt It 240 fe FT Ffe 33fFFT 
33fel FFT F)l4 Fit feni FTlf ^ Ffef -33TFR FT 73F1F 
T3TR FIFf FFFT FT^FT || fefe; FT&ff FF Fife FF fet 3F| 
dfe FT feTF ffe -^nl Fff FifeT fe |l 

FT 8 ! fe 33tT I 33F| Ffe ^ T3RFF I tff ff ftff 
FF fel HFT fferl tfe^lt FPdfdPd I fe? - f|| ifelt fe 3TfT 
I It fe It. fern FF FTFF FF fe 33331 ferl Fllf FfFPdPF I 
fm fei feff Fart* f fetfe wfer ff nfem fftfi |i 

F^TFFTf ^ Ffedfet' fe HtPsIdi FFT3 fe?|R I fet 
fel FFTFcft FF 33TFTTfe3 fen FFTI Fllf Fferfl I 3 fe 
fef Ft TTRI I 3^TT^ yff (TTF.) \ T3t. 2006 fel 525 
FF fefen Pl'jfq FT3JF fen 1 1 F 4 Pb felt FtdfdPF I 
'33Fl cfe ^ TlRfe I 33K TT^f 3TR 2003 C1) fer 30 F I 
(2006) F, Tft TTt fel 56' (Tjfe3 Ffe) ^ fefer IfefF FT^F 

ffell 

fe FTTpT fefe feW FF T33RH ^ TFF FFdUd 

feni 

TFFI FT FFFR-T ItfeFT fe FTFlfelt TF^F ^ 3TFTfeF 
Ffe FFlffe ffel FF 33823FF Ffe fe RRp fefe fetlf 
FF 33FFTfef Fife ^ 33TFR FT fT3 FFTFF TT^F I fel 
fefF ^T3 FFFT | :~ _ 

Fllf FT^ffe Ffl.,, : 33tT I Ffe 4 I FF?f-212 FFT 
Wfe FT^T fet fe l l ffe TTRt FF fe SlfefeT 
fen I ^F FTfe - ^ ^ F'ddfed Fife "I FF TFTF It F 7 F 3 
I "ffe FT If felt ^ 33fef ^uft Frfelft Ft FF FT 
fefe FF FT FTRt It ffeFcT Fit TFF I, Fffe fe Fldfecf,' 
fe fefFIcild FFl 1$ FFl ^ 33^?R |fer RFfet FT 
T®T FFT FT, fe Ffe feffe Fit' ItFiT 33TFTFFFF 33^TTTT 
83TI ^1 feft Fifefe ^ FF FT fefe ffefFF FFt FTFT 
Ffefet felt FFFfe I' FTFFT FF! ^ 33FTF-3TFF fe 
F RFfet FPTT Fit' FTTFT, Fffe fe fefe fe fe ^ 
33^FF3 FT?' ^ 33F1 I ^FF FF ^'OclM fen Fim ll 

^tfIft ftIT f fcF’f fel fe ffI If I stfR'-stff 
^FFTF FTFT fen 11 

FTlf Fit Ffe feft Fifert ^ FF FT fefe ffefe |t 
f| It fen fef T3^F TF)ll FT Fit'll felt TTTFTF I Fllf 
Fit 3TF Ffefet Ft T3T«3 Fife It fe Fit’ I, feFT fefe 
Ffei<t feFFfefe Fife TffeT Ifefeftll FTlfFTtfe 
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RIF dd PmfRd 7^7 4 d>4t 41 RddFf dgf fdRTT RdT fl RTRf 
Rd fgd dfl 41 M*l«$ dT Rd^f! Rt?T dgf* 41 M l 

gRdd 41*71 374 Rdf f % RTdf d4 TRlf RRRT 3R*7Tf Fi^Pm 
R gfgfi Mrrr TH^n+d fddfe yfe»<d 37ddif died 

t, dlfddT ^ d^ RfdddT 3RRT 3iT«fF d4 fadMl 4 faffed 

RF? 411 RTdf 4 d4 1991 4 1994 cPR eFTTFR dg4 M 
eh4d l 4 Rg R7 fdd^l ^ 37dld dd4 dRRT ddFTT RdT t, 

tdd4 R7 dHcrlcR RtfedT Rd ^K1l441 RT«d 4 dg fdRTl 
41 7^7 4 yRlPdd dgf gl RTdT f I 

RTdHR^SdRRHdldRdRdHR^ 'dldldd "4 PMciWM 
g4 dT gRR r 4 fdd^l 47*7Td -4 gR M dd d4^ 37l4gd 

TRRd dR dF ^I%7 Rg! fdT dF ddld dR d4 4 dg4 

^|Tjft d4dl4 ^ Rg R7 fd-ydd ’ll RTdf 4 fdd41 ^ 37dld 
Rg4 441 d»4dl(l ^4 Rg R7 Fmp7d RR 77 dd4 fadT gl, FR 

d^dd^RTfdddRRdd RRRT4fR7i,4faRRT4fWd^dd 
Rifat dR4 4 r 4 RTF RRW 7FT ti RTdf 4 3m+lRrH Rd 
^[chiT^dj dfRdT dl 7FR 4 fdR^l dl dFf dgT-chgf 37Td?dddTT 
37RRR dd4 fadT tl RTdf ^ 44 dd4.dd fdRSjl TRdFT 4 
RRFH fadT fl FR Rdd7 dd dffa fdRSjl ^ dFT t4df4d 
Pd ^Pdd Rt 4 dd 3Tpddd4 RfT Ft RddTT 11 4/OT dffa far41 41 
RFd Rd TTf^T dd 31W dd4 dd 3Tpddd4 RFf t, 44 dfadT dl 

%4 arWjlPidT fad it srPdfadR *& RiddH 41 tttrrf!' F$ t'l 
3n«ff dm faRsjf dFT 4dr 4 f4r4l 4t dd rc dd4m d#T stt 
dt Ftr 44 sTfimr dd fadMt ^rt 4ri 4 ^4 ddrofl 

odTRd^fmtl dT«7f 4 fRd^t ^ 37RpT %4t 41 dRp*ST 
^4 4 240 ^d 3T*7cn ^tt 4 37fdd7 3744 cfTT dd4 d?! iTRT! 
TR dd7TT 4t dl4f fdRTf 41 dqfdT d4 7T?d RTRT dR4 dd 
3TpRdd4d?!tl 

MRui l H Td^d R dd4dd FRdTcT 4 dl4f 4 

f4d41 ^ 3741d Smddcfld ^ 37Td447dT ?7f4^ T^7 

4 dd4 14 rt t, fdRT dd4 ^ Wtt 4 d4 ^Md dR 
tddlddTtl dl4f fdd4t ^ 3?4fd d^4 44f ddNlfl ^ dd 
d7 fd^dd d?! T?T 1 4?F ^7d7 fdd41 4 fdRlt 41 ddd7 d4 
Wd d TlRl dIRT dd4 dd 3Tpddd4 d4f 4l TTddd 4i W 
ddRd dTdf dd d#T 7dldd7 dd4 44d dg! 41 

37d*. RRd 7Rdd7 ^ dd 4dToR7 'gRT 4fdd Iddld d4 
TTdftd dR4 fd; 'Tdld W ddd7 dlftd IdRTT dTdT t fdT fdd41 
■^ffRSdl T^dftRT ddddt % 'gRT dl4f dT^fW IddT dddlW 
d4 fddfdT 7-12-95 dd 4dT T 5 ^ IdRTT dPd ddlPdd d# tl 
3Td: dTdf STfddT d4^ Wd Rd 7lf4 dFd dd4 dd 3Tpddd4 
dtt’ii 

ddlZ 37R Rdf^ 24-5-2007 dd 7|4 midTdd 4 %13rdT 
dldR ^dTdT ddTI 

RfddT, dldRfld 3TPddd4 


df f^^fl, 29 3TTRd, 2007 

dd.37T. 2833.—4P#'ld> PddK 37pdfddR ; 1947 (1947 
dd 14) d4 RRI 17 ^ 37TR7TT 4, dl^fd RRdd7 T^d td^ 37FF 
cpdi[-){ R5 TR7T7 d^ Rdddd 4d^g fddtdd4 37k 3dd> 

d>4d> | 4 ^ dPd, 3TRdd 4 fdf^J 4l4lPld> Iddld 4 37t4tfdd7 
SlPddR^I dddR7 ^ 4dld (4g4 TRsdl 2/2002) dd dddf4d 

dRcft t, 41 TRdjR dd 29-8-2007 dd RIRT1371 RT I 

[4. Rel-12012/214/2001 -37lf3TR(dl-I) ] 
^dd^RR, tTd/ 3Tfddd4 

New Delhi, the 29th August, 2007 

S.O. 2833.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
2/2002) of the Industrial Tribunal Udaipur as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 29-8- 
2007. 

[No. L-12012/214/2001-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
37Rd^T 

3Mfi l ch fddTd 3TfddRTJT Rd 3R7 -MldlHd, dddRf 
(TTd. ) dtdmtd 3Tf4ddTl-4t RTRTd RfddT, 
3TTT.Rd7. 4. R77., 

RdRtn 4. 2/2002 SRT did 

37feeT dRcfld Tdd 4dT 44f 41^4< Trag 
xjI- 4^7 ddfdRl 4d, gRT TR7.4l.'dl.d. 

R7MT RT^d, dT#-RRdT1 

—5n4f 

f<7^og 

41 7T?F7dV WddT-1 

74d td? 37RF 4tdd4T Tnr5 W^, 

4dcl dddleld, 6 ^.d^F, 

dddjr 

~fdd4t 

ddfw : 

•rf d4 3^7 4 ; 41 dgld MinldM, 
fdd4t d4 3 t 4 4 : 4141.41. did! 

LMId 

■fgdld? 16 ^i, 2007 

RRd RRdTR ^ ?7R 4dRR7, gRT 37d4 3TTg?I RTsTf 
Rel.-12012/214/2001 -37T| 37R .(41-1) M 14df^ 

16-8-2001 ^ gRT PlHPdPteJd 3rPd7JddT W ^TTdRTd dTt 

5rPtfTr4d 4g 4f4d d4 d| : 
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“Whather the action of the Management of State 
Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur, Udaipur in imposing 
penalty is withdrawal of Head Cashier Category 
‘E’ allowance for one year is justified? If not, 
what relief the workman concern is entitled ?” 

TTRd StfsRJxHT RT TORTeTR £TR 

29-1 -2002 Rlt fRRfocT m RTR W(T 2/2002 RRf 7fRt7R fRRT 
■^TTRR RSTRItH Rft dlfdtl ^5TTft fRR 7 RRI fRTT R7 RTR? Rft 3jk 
■^t <^1 h r fcmsft Rft Rift ^ 'Jj<qi3 Irj fRRT mri i 

RTR? Rft 3tk 7t RRtR c£ tT^T 71% 3 ^77 ™ t 
Jrj ITT^ff RRNflTt 7TR RRT H^I^R °RTR7TlfTO 7TR 1? RRI fRRSft 
trtTO i pHRtPdd RRfRTftRt RR yPdfRfRcR RRRT i R°f TTOR 
3tk 7t fRRTR TT7<pT RRl T j4RRT 7ISR? R?f tl 

#t RR tel I el TOft fRR^ft fRRtTO Rft 'RTRefJ TO1T 3 RTO 
tjchfe'R I RidMt) ^ RR RT Rl4td RTI 7TRTRRT W^l 
RT-1, RTReT RT7T Ret tel tel Rft RRR> RR R>RtR> 

118 28 3TTO7, 1998 R>t fRRT Rfl Rt-5 R> "TFR 

fRRTRtR ofPR 4 SffRTR 'll 3T17tR RR Rt RTt?lt Rft TOI7 % 
Rt feFt cftR fRR RR 7TRR fRRT, 3TTttR RR ^ % U 1 3ltRMR), 
fRt*fel 'I RRI RRR tW 77RR, 7TO, RTO RR 7HTt 'deettsi 
RU‘ t, R ^ 3TT7tR RR lRRT% RT?R i R#RT RRI t f^TT^ 
%tfRR RRfRTtt Rl 3T% RRTR i TlfcTRTel RRIR R5T1 ^ 
Pv i RiIRd R% Rt-1 Ri fR7t$J°T Ri tef^ Pid<d fRv^ Rff^ R7 Rt 
"dttRl fhftePR R#t’ Ri'tlRT RRI, fRTTRR fRRR *ft RRTReft R7 % 
fl rr?{ Rf-1 R7 RRZ-TRd RfM|f i cTRT fclRRRR RiRf ^ 
RRRT^K STfRTR R?f "I I RRRT R> tRR^R iRvRt RRRt R^ RRR 
7JRRT R^f RRf RRI i R|l fURRRR 3lfR^ f^R ^ 

"IrT RR^ RTPRI "fe^ Ps mW rIrRRI RR P«<RR1 ell 1 ] $ld! 'll 
oTTR ^TfRRRTl RKT fR^RRf RTR rU R?f R|l RfTR PtnU R^RRI 
RSJRTR TJJjf fl RR 3TfRRRtl ^ RR? ^RTR ^FpRTfl ^ 7RRFR 
RR RRftRRJ' WR R?P 'll 7RRPR Ptl-Sinl Rl 

3TR|eFn RPl 'll RR RTfRRRtt ^ ®fRI RPl RRTRt Rt it RRrR 
fRRT "I R iR^t fRTRT RR RRl 3RRR R? Pt^U IrR RPll 
RRTR R^f ^ TERR RRTRf R^ W RI^R Rt R>d| 

RifiRRTI Rl^lltlPd^ RlfRRRtt ^KI y-KllPcfd RTtl RRR 
oqpcftiud tjdRI^ RR RNR STRlfRR RTtpRRt RR R?J fRRIt 
l^rR^ a^m - fPlR T RlfRRRtl RiJ tRR^cTT 7% ^ 3Rtl 
tl RT 5 ^ ^ t Irj ^PRTR RSJ Rl RRTR RRT^' ^ RRHf 
^ 3TTRR R7 tRT ^Kf f^RT RRI WOR RR RRW 118 fRRTRI 28 
3^^;^ 1998 Tjuf -^q 3TRcR, fRRRR R°f fR77R RRR t, 
3RT: fRTTR R/t RRtefTel Rfl# ^ 7T£ M Pr^R R^ R7l 

^JldlR RR^jIrI Rft d!tl< 2 l RRTefTeT ^iWft Rl RRlI RR 
SPJ^R rut! RRRT^I 

fRR^t ^ RRIR W SpfRRT fRRTI t iRi Rl^f fRRlt 
Rt RRRt RRJRR RPT RR, STT^RR RR RT^R RTCl Ri tRT^ 
3?fR^RR?P'|l RTR RR, 3R^RR RR R7 ^RTRTfRRTtRT Rl pRRlR 
RR 3lfRRRt RTRT R^f 'll 3?T7tR RR, Rfl fRRI RR Rt 


Ht RR tel I e l Rteft Rl M R8J RT^R RR^ RT^fe ^IR 
^ Ptt^Rif Rl ^feRR RR7T7 fRRI RRI R f^SJ 

^ITR Rpf l RTTR TERRT i TtRIT R?1 ^RI Wlddl ^ RI^ i 
^qpq JqofRR fRTRI I, R7RJ # R 3TRRI R8J RT^R 
RRR RRf Rt RR RR RTgrl R?l' fR'RI tl 3?R;RTRf <ipt*H 
^ -qfn RR, SIT^RR RR 4 Rlt fRRFTtR "RTR ^ t^TR fR^R^ 
t, wrfr^T fRrd ^IFl RFR fl fRRTRlR RR ^ 3TR7R R7 
yl^>1?fR) "^RTR ^ Ptl^wT Rlt RIeTRI RIT^ Rl R RRR UmT^ 
i rHJ RT^ RI^ R7 RTTR Rl Rt r|, RR R7 

■^RRlf Ril hIRiT fRRT RlRt yt-difafl R 0 ^ Rft Rfd IrJ RR Rt 
"5R: ^§RRT| RR ^RR |RR 1|R#R tiH^ct ^ ''ffR; 

■^f^cT Rof ^R RR 7t RfirgR fRTRT RRI I RTR? A RRR Rll^i ^ 
fRF^ 3TRfeT RtRft sft, f^ TRffRR RTR RI7^ ^RK 3 rMr 

RlfRRnft ^ ^ Rft fRRI RRI R^ RRTRR T^T RR TO 

TOR? ^ «1R RRTeTR ^ftl ^it M TJRf i R^ ^?P? 
PtufRR RRf tl 

fRR# "I 3 RtI TOR ^ fR?tR R>RR ^ W 3ffRRT iRTRT 
t fRJ ^ Rt# ^ ^ Rt RIRFR7R ^ 3RfR 7^ I TO RR^Rfd, 
TTRR-R^cTT, ®RR¥K ^ 7?RR R°f ^IMlddl RRf RTRI, 
^TOfRRRfTRf ■% SIT^if Rft TOieTRI RR^ R1RR ^RlRRt ^ 
rtj^ ^ Rfir^R iRIRT RRI 'll RET: R^R 'Pdtt-d fR7R RTR Rft 
RI^fRI Rft 'll 

^ ^ RTOT7T' R' RlMMRRf Rft R^epRIR (Rt.t) Rft 
Mfqt^itt R7 RsTR ^it RTRT7 ^ ^RTRTeTR ^ 3 r|r f^R^ 

15-2-2007 ^ RFR RTRf RRTellef Rt?ft ^ Rft r| Rte^ 
oRR r| t|Rt RtfRct iRTRI RRI RTI 

3TR RTOTtt Rt yPdlRfRRf Rft RTRf Rdtenel Rt?ft Rit 
r^X,TO ^ Rt R| 7ERT ^ fR^R7 1R7RR ^ RRTT ^ft R|l 
RRTReft RR RTReftRiR fRTRT RRII 

fRRSft ^ 3RT^ TOf ^ TTR^R 4 2006 (110) T^RrI. 
3TT7. 452 7JRtR ^ RR ^RlPtR iR^R RT^R %RT t, fRTTRR 
^ ^RRjR ^ 7RR RIReftRIR fRRT! 

3TR Rt RReloR MlftTO Rof 47dlR^it 7TTSR, RRfeIR 
1MR R°f RT^R ^RlfRRi fR4R ^ 3TTRTC R7 ^ RR7R ^ TER^f 
i iXi iR^R fTI RRR7 t I 

RTRf ^ RfdfafR i RTRRt RR7T 4 R? RRTRT t lR? RTRt 
^ 1RRR5 ^ft R^ TO Rft Rf t RR t lR7 R# I, R7 t 4‘ RTOR 
13R "I, TOfRT ^ RIR R> Ttl RT R Ttl RTRR 
RtRt R^ft' Rft R?7I ^ft TOR R7I R7 fRilRI 15-2-07 Rft 3TT|R 
RTtTR RR R7I RtepWR Rft T lR7 RtPod fRRT RI ^RR 'll ^tft 
ftFRfR i 3TR '^TT 7SR Rt ^ iR^Rft TORT sf|7 fRR R7I R7 
3TeTR 7t 3Rl?T RlfTd RR^ RR Rft| ^ftfRcR R?f 'll 3RT: R^ 
RRf 3T7RtRjR fRRT TOT 'll 

Rtth; ^ R7R R7 ^RT TOT 'll RTRf Rft fRRT RRI R 17 ^ 
RTT^ died Ri 3TJTEI ’A" I 3TRRT dTpRRT I? 
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^ TITO?} xf RT ^ f^TqT 

^ I^IT T FTT tl ^ TOTfal Rrg; 

TPtf TU fami 3ffgff Rt fafT 7 PIT T TRllfad 

3 3?fq^ RFt' tl Tn«rf TR 3TKFT ^ f, 

3hk)m ^Rifar Ft t*, 373 W R fan 

7 FTTF TI F 3Tfa3r4FfaTTfecT tl TR fat fat RTTF 4 ft ST8jf 3 
3 T9^I ^ Rt t, .^Pb'l fat fat fat B5t TFT spfar 
"tsuffai fat fa fi 

fafallH TOR ^T ^fafal FIRTF R HTfa fat 3fa 3 

^r fafa RifaR ff fafau Tfat rFr faf i, yfaf fat fan 

7 FT F^F "SFrfa fa 3RW fa fafar fal 3Tcf: f^fat FRTR fa^ 

RT fat^ fafaT RTFR fat' tl 

3R: FRF TOTI fa 3PT falTRF gRT faffa fafK fat 

TOfcr fan frq; rrr rrr infer fanr rri 11% to 
REF fa^lfa XTOF faFTOFFgRT fat TOdlU fatfat 

3TF: 

Risff Rif TO T£f TT% RTRf Rtfa RT fafafat faf f| 

RRR RRT falffa 16-5-2007 fat Tgfa ^RReTR fa fdtsli^i 
"RRT TpTRtT Rff I 

FtRftsRIH fafaT, fatFlfafa fafafat 
fatFrRt, 29 TORT, 2007 

RT.37T. 2834,-RRflfER fFFR fafafap, 1947 (1947 

RT14) Rl RRI 17fa3RTOfa,fafaFTOF7TOfafafaR 
RkR5 fa W4FF fa TO£ ffafarfat’ 3TR FFfa RffRRT fa 
faH 3Fpfa fa ft fad afrtitft <*> ffajR fa fafaq TOR fafatfaTR 
3lfeRniT 3RRTOR fa RRR (TR^ RW 1171/2004) RT 
RRlfecT RRt t, RSRO 4 TRRK Rl 29-8-2007 Rl RTRT 
^37T an I 

[R. RR-12012/213/2000-RlfRR(Rl-l) ] 
RRR fRR, FTR 3TfRRRt 

New Delhi, the 29th August, 2007 

S.O. 2834. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 
No. 1171/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal Ahmedabad as- shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of Saurashtra and their workmen, received by the 
Centra! Government on 29-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/213/2000-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk. Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT OF 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

ShriA. A. Lad, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute (Reference C.G.I.T. A.) No, 1171/04 
(Old I.T.C. 10/2001) 

The Dy. General Manager, 

State Bank of Saurashtra, 

Zonal Office Swami Vivekanand Road, 

Post Box No. 7, 

Rajkot (Gujarat) 360002 ...First Party 

V/s. 

Shri Praful Kumar Mani Lai Vyas 
C/o., Saurashtra Majoor Sangh, 

3rd Floor Dr. Rajendra Prasad Road, 

Gujarat Bank Workers Union, 

Rajko t(Gujarat) ...Second Party 

APPEARANCE 

First Party: (Absent) 

Second Party: Shri M.C. Makwana 

AWARD 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour and 
Employment by its Order No. L-12012/213/2000/1R (B-I) 
dated 26-4-2001 in exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 have referred 
the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

. “Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of Saurashtra Zonal Office Rajkot in terminating the services 
of Shri P.M. Vyas, PeonatUpleta Branch w.e.f. 31-3-1997 is 
justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. In support that second party filed statement of 
claim by Ex. 2, which was replied by First party by filing 
written statement by Ex. 5. 

Meanwhile Second party arrived to withdrawal and 
by purshis by Ex. 17 he prayer to take this reference on 
board and decide. 

Accordingly today reference is taken on board. 
Second party by his purshis Ex. 17 present with Advocate 
pryed to disposed off the reference. Hence I hereby pass 
the following order 

ORDER 

In view Ex. 17 the reference is disposed of. No order 
as to cost. 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

Date 25-6-2007 
Ahmedabad 
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29 37474, 2007 

eFr.arr, 2835,—afteilpi* TOk srfafwr, 1947 (1 947 
TO 14) 4# TOT 17 ^ ST^TTT^, ^^7I7TO37#e4N» sm 
TO 7574 d 44444 ^ 7f47£ [# 4)4 4# 3rk ITO^ 
^TJfeRt' ^ #4, 37344 -4' 37)gj)fi|4, feK ^ 

T1TTO7 3^til Rich 3Tfi|qK l) l, 44,qy< ^ xpgj^ ( 774 k 777947 
03/2001) 4# 4TOfdcT TO#! t, 41) 4)^14 77TTOT 4# 29-08-2007 

4# TO |T3TT 4T I 

[7T. TOT-12012/433/2000-31Tf3TT7(4t-I)] 
3TTOI ^rn, 5#747 37f4TO7l 
New Delhi, the 29th August, 2007 

S.O. 2835.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 03/ 
2001) of the Industrial Tribunal, Udaipur, as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
294)8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/433/2000-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

3 t)gilp|ch f 447 R 3 TfljcFRpTr TTcf 974 ( jpjf ) 

arffer^TiTf—arV n^tsum 
37TT. TT^f. 4*. TT7T. 

y^tui 77, 3/2001 974 TO 

3Tf7sIcT RTTcfkf 7#Z#47 37747 4lTO#7 
TO TO£7 454--ml 774, 

SKI RK. 4t. 4t. T#, 

50nI Hk-Pd, 4Tdt RRTTS —TTT^ff 

kl wro wry'4-mT-1 

7#Z #47 3!T4> 4l°bllt 4TO 4457 
3T4d TO4fd4, 6 TOc^/l, 

TO37(7R.) _t4T^t 

TOfTOT :— 

^ 4# 37)7 k : 3# 4#l4 IT dWd , 

f4TSTt 4# 37)7 7 ) : 3# Tit. #1. 77qf 

4TO- 

fTOT47 16 2007 

^ TO 7)74)17 ^ m 4414)4, TO dfTO TO, 4 i flddl 
^ 3TOT4K7f4TTT4T.-12012/433/2000/37lf 37R-(4t-I) 
05-01-2001 d TOT PHHPdPsJcl 3Tf47J44T 177 W4T4T4 4# 
3Tf4fTOf4 TftcT 44 4f ;— 

Whether the action of Assistant General Manager, 
State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur, Udaipur in imposing 


Penalty as "Permanent debarment of allowance of'E' 
Category Head Cashier and I year debarment of 'E' 
Category Head Cashier Allowance" on Shri Bhanwar 
Lai Joshi, Head Cashier, S.B.B.J. Branch Mavli is 
Justified? If not what relief the concerned workmen 
is entitled to? 


44714374 TOT it# 47 TOTRT4 TOT Pklkb 01 -05-2001 
44 Pi q fa cl TO 414 777TOI 03/01 d# TfdTST iTOTT TOT 441 
TTTkm. 44 #lPdk TO7t f#7# TOtl t477 47 474f 4 # 317 7 ) 
4#fa 4 1449# 45) 3#7 7t TOT4 #d f474T TOTI 


474? 4)1 37l7 7t 4TO 4#fa ^ 4«4 4% # ^77 44777 f 
fr-TOff 4)4qi7l 774 TO 44]<£c1 TOT47TTf447 774 1?, 44T 
144^1 77T4T4 #' PHq)p4d 47#47f74t 44 4fM#P4c4 417411R4 


TOFll 37k k f4474 RTO 44^ #3 ^. u fciqi 7TTO 44 37fTO4 
t I 4474fTd 4 kil t44# ffaDTO 4Tl 4T4vf[ k 44T4 
3)=hfaq| ®h^ul ^ 44 47 44^74 4T I 7I41TO 44T- 
TOTO- 1,44437 37447 gTTT 4t TOdld 4^11 4ll 44^ 44 
4TO 118 14474) 28 374447, 1998 471144T # TOf 4l-5 4l 
44 k f4TOlq 474 k 37f4)4 t I 371714 44 k 4l 4kf[ 4)1 
T47 ^ ^ fdl 4l4 f44 44 7474 144T, 371714 44 Tjyf 34^4 
377TO, f47«l47 f 441 477 A 7W 7744, 74T4, 4441 44 7# 
44dR4 4Bl t, 4 it 37T714 44 f44ff74 4TO k 47lf4T 44T t, 
147777 31 k) faq 444171 4^ 3744 44T4 k* yfd' 4 d 4414 447 I 


TO fd4iqc1 44?f 4l-1 ^ t47l3T4 ^ fd4 371#g4 TO 47 

4147744 fTTtTO 4Ff 44141 44T, P4TO f4714 414474dl 47 
4 ^ f | TOf 41-1 47 TO-TO 4)1 ^ f 441 k>T4mclchclf ^ 
I74T^17 37t%4 4lt f I TOTT ^ 7744 4 f447t 44H7 4fl 444 
7JTO Pdld 45f 4ll 44k I tdqqqci 44 37fTO f4d»4 k 4lf 
47# ^ 4474 "fed Psw ifTOl 44 fa^ld t I 

4174 -gUTT fTO37 474 TOt 47l 4f I 474 fi4T^ i|o[rf4j 

4SJ4T4 Tjuf t I 474 37f4447l ^ 4777 4f4 TOtoI ^ 7714P4 
■faTOcTT 44 4 k P-44) TO 4Ft f | 474 ^ 7714 HI fTTgld)’ 47l 
374td47 4)1 f I 474 3Tf4447l k ^47 47l TOll 47 it TO4 
1447 4 frk7 %4T 44 ^Tll 37T4R 47 474 174^ hw. 4fl I 
4414 4^7 77474 441lt 4fl 4Ic4TOf TO4 47 44lf TO 4lt 

ll4T I 3pjT»H7IfTO 47P-74471 gJ4 TOI T 44 44^ 7744 
oqpKlMcl 44 4lq)i 3777 IP 74 44t4T7l 4)14ll I 44 TI f4777l 

37^IHPiq) RlfTOTTl 4)1 fTOTO ^ kt k 37ml f i I 77 fd 4 
41^47 4)1 ■§■ f47 4474 4^7 d 77474 44111’ ^ 44777 ^ 37T4R 
47 ^ gTTT 1l4T 44T 3TT714 44 454147 118 tl4747 28 3T4TO, 
1998 TOf 317774, f444R TO 147771 4 TO f i 3771; TO 
147771 457 97t 447d7eT TOU d 4^ 4rl 471 'gTOLl 
TOIT^T 4)1 cTTTlTO 4 447dld 4 hnt 471 47774 47T 373714 to! 
47744 I 


t44dl k 3744 757414 k 41 3tf457T %4I t 1%-4T4f 
frofl 4l 44777 k 47T344 414 44, 377^44 44, 4734 TO# d 
fd# 37f43f74 4ll t 1 414 44 3TTTO4 44 47 47741^47714 4# 
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twa 7fft to arfwR wa ift* ft1 37ifta m ftl Iftn tr 
17 5ft ftlTem ftlft ftt 37111 1ST yR|d TO*} ftcj yi<j>[ci<T> 

mra ft ftsmft ftt ^fftid wft ^ 3 °f storfc fftn tit a 

fim^T W ftt 1 «TTTcT 777TO7 ft TTUT ftt mTl ftTUT ft ift 
ft ftftRT TOR llftl! £3 fftll t, 1R7J 5ft fttftt ft 3711T 
1ST ITgi TOft fttf ftt RET TO 17^1 lit* fftll t I 371: 
ITftf \fl*R ft RET TO ft 1«TT 37Tftai ft ftt fftRETft ftl ft 

%ft fftj Taft £, ft Mfro tftrft ^nft ftm ft* i fftRFfft aft 

3 ft 3T17R iKH RE y i<jjfd<i 'ft ftEPft ftt HcTlf REft 
^ ftt 1 ftl fftfft ft ftftRTRT fttftt ftt ftftt ift mft 17 
ftl fftftft 5ft ftlftt ftt at if, 177 17 TJTOlf TO RTTO IftRT 
'3HTO, REfill'd am ftt ifl ftlE T7T 17 33: ^hllf HT HtTO 
ftfR ttlfttl RFfftft ‘ft 3737TR 3 ftcT; ifftl ift ^ 7^ ft 
Xftr^cT IftlT TRT I Hftf ft TTO 37 t£?T ft 1 Iftm 37lt<a ftt ftt 
ftt, fftft TPftftcf ftl ft'ft^ TORt ft RT1 3P-[)ftl arfiroTt ft 
5ft fttftt ftt IftTT TOT am 11T17T RUT Rft ETTcT 7RTO7 ft 
57R ftftRRI SET ftftt if 7£ft ft TO fft^ TOT! ftpftpT #3 

lit* ft 1 

fllftt ft 3pft ft fftftl HU R TO ftt ftfftl 
IftlT ft 1ft 5ft ftWTRT fttftt 3ft ft TOW< u l ft 37TPl ft R«TT 
■3ft, Tlfftftl, FFTOTT, TOTOR ft 7T1R ift TOfttllT lit' 
RTcft, ft 3Tlftftf ftt 3TRteFTT 3TTla ft ift ft 

W 3 ft ft ftTTRft ft am ft ifmi IftlT TO ‘^TO t I 371: 
iftR fftRT fftft ^rft ftt iuftiT ftl ft 1 

3ft ft RWfft ft ftftfftftft’ ftl (ft.ft.) ftl 

ftERftr 17 1F7T 3 ft ^TTRR W R 1 WR ft 3Tlft^T IftW 
15-2-2007 3RT uft ftRRTTcT ftft ft ftt if 
ftt ftir ftfftr fftu in ?! i 

3R 1 Wlft ft ftftftftft ftt Hft ftt ftl ft ft 
if RRTT ft fft^ 17 fftRIK ft 1F7T if I Wft ITT 
3nftlRT fftlT HT ! 

fftlft ft 3Hft clftf ft TRTftl ft. 2Q06 ( 110 ) W-IrT. 
317. ftjf 452 73 ft! ftft n "RTfllT Iftftl 1731 fftlT ft, 
fftTTH ftft HIF ft 712T 37lftfttl fftlT I 

3R R'+ilft 17 "31W-T ftfftW ift ^TTflftft 7181, iftftl 
Iftft 31 IT^l 111to fftftl ft 311R17 f77 HR1 ft 
ft ftTT fftftl 177 TO ft :- - 

ITlf ft ftftfftfl ft 37lft HR ft It WIT ft 1ft 1T57T 
ft ft ftt if ft, It ftl7 ift ft, WTTl 15THcf 

331 ft, wfft 3 ft ft ft 3 N ftl ft ftl7 ftft IT 1 ftft IRl 
ftft* ift ftt RtTT ^ft TOfR R7T17 IftlW 15-02-2007 ftt 
•37Tft?T Iffftr 1RR7T l^TOl ^ 3^7 ftlfftd IftlT WT 3[H ft I 
ftft fftftr ft 3m ITT Tftar 17177 fft^ftt ^3 tit ftft fft7 rr 
17 37771 ft 37lft?T nfft TOft 11 Ilf ftftlRT ift ft I 371: It 
cfft 3Rftll7 IftlT TO ft I 


ait ft in 17 "^ir tott ft 1 nft ftt Iftn in ait 
Tift 3H ft 3731m ft* ft 37W arfw ft 1 

ftft 177 TO«RJ ft nmctt 11 3°t Rftm 3717Tftl .fftlT 
ft I !Tftf ft iftflfl 11 it aft 7tr ft 1ft irftt ftt irmfftt 

tm ft srfw ‘ma Iftn ht ft 1 ftft iTnlftcT a 11 ^ 1 laft ift 
am atft* to 3 mmtTOT fftit i itiT ftt lair ht am tft 
ywifcm fftft ift am ft 3Tfw itf ft 1 nftf 17 ft sifti 

TRlft ift t, ft 37Tftl ftft ft RTlftcT ft ft*, 177ft 

3731 m ft lair 11T am 3 ?fw 1 ftlR ftftl ft I T7T fftt ift 
am ftt nft ft 37w ftt ftt ft, ftfftm laft ift am ftt 77ft 

1H 1R 3?ltm TSTfftr ftt if ft I 

ifmni7wi n TiftTO timm ft mftf ftt afR ft 1731 
afti 37Tftai m Tftftp iRft ftfti iftt" ft 1 irftf ftt lair in 

amtTTft 3m ft 3731m ft 3fid t I 371: in aTsmt ftft TO 
fttf TfftT -37T1R iftt ft I 

371: ITTcT 7RTO7 ft 5T1 ftlMl tRT ftfafl IllTa ftt 
Tll77T IRft 33 iftm 177 1TO7 irfftt IftlT TO ft 1ft fftlftt 
Tftt ftft 37lft fttTOft7 lit W137 ft ItTTTOW tTTT 
57t IcRdld 'ftftt, lim TftftlT ft llftl ift ftft mrft TO 
37731 TlftcT 31 ftl ft I ITlf IcKdld ftftt fttf TTfcT T(ft 7T% 
irm TOft TO 3TflTO7t iftt ft 1 

Hiid am faift i6—05—2007 ftt 73ft mTlMl ft* 
fcRsITRT 11 TO "^ITIT 11T I 

ar^TsETi 3fftn, ftrofti arfiroft 

if faiftt, 29 371777, 2007 

TO.31. 2836.—ftrfttrilT fftna arflftll, 1947 (1947 
IH 14) ftt iTTTT 17 ft 3737771 ft, ftfttl 777TO7 IfttR 717 

ftft 1ft. ft iftiftr ft Trot ftaftro 37 r nft 
eh 4TO<1 ft ift, 37311 ft IllTa ft ftfttl 

777TO7 ftiftPlch arfllRlT, 1711 ft T1T7 (7111 TRslf 
877t/2007) ftt iroftm TOTlt t, ftt ft ftft 777TO7 ftt 
29-08-2007 TO 1T1T 33TT IT I 

[77. am-12011/22/2006-31Tf31R (ftt-I)] 
3711 3* 017, ftn> 37flTO7t 

New Delhi, the 29th August, 2007 

S.O. 2836.—In pursuance of Section i 7 of th - 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. SC/ 
2007) of the Industrial Tribunal, Patna as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Bihar State Co-operative Bank Ltd., and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
29-08-2007. 

[No. L-12011/22/2006-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, PATNA 

Reference Case No. 8(C) of 2007 

Between the management of the Bihar State Co-operative 
Bank Ltd., and their workman represented by the General 
Secretary, Bank Employees Federation Bihar, Saboo 
Complex, 2nd Floor, behind Hotel Republic, Exhibition Road, 


Patna. 


For the management 

: ShriR.N.K.Sharma, 

Authorised Representative. 

For the Workman 

: Shri B. Prasad, General 

Secretary, Bank Employees 
Federation, Bihar, Patna. 


PRESENT 


Vasudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal, 

Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, the 21st August, 2007 

By adjudication Order No. L-I201 l/22/2006-IR(B-l) 
dated 14-3-2007 the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi under Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and 
Sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has 
referred the dispute between the management of the Bihar 
State Co-operative Bank Ltd. and their workmen represented 
by the General Secretary, Bank Employees Federation, 
Bihar to this Tribunal for adjudication on the following : 

“Whether the action of the management of Bihar 
State Co-operative Bank Ltd. in not considering the 
demands as raised by the Union vide their letter dated 
12-12-2005 is legal or justified ? If not, what relief the 
uni on/workmen entitled to ?” 

2. The parties appeared on notice and filed their 
respective statement of claim and the Written Statement. 
The contention of the workmen is that several posts are 
lying vacant under the management and the employees are 
not being promoted since 25 years back causing frustration 
among the employees. Secondly, in the past there has been 
two bi-partite settlements viz. VII & VIII and the wages of 
the Bank Employees have gone high but the management 
has not revised the wage structure from last ten years 
causing financial hardship to the employees. Thirdly, the 
wages of the employees are being cut for no fault on their 
side which is illegal. Fourthly, overtime work is taken from 
the employees but they are not paid for the overtime work. 
Further, the contention of the workmen is that even if their 
leave is due in case of absence on exigencies no leave is 
santioned and leave without pay is sanctioned causing 
financial loss to the employees. Further, the employees 
and the officers of the bank have been directed by the 
management to observe dress-code but no allowance for 
the dress or washing allowance is given. Lastly, the 
employees even in the case of transfer to other station are 
not given transfer allowance. According to the workmen 


due to the high-handedness of the management the 
employees are suffering. According to the workmen the 
above demands i.e. promotion, wage revision, stopping 
wrongful wage-cut, overtime allowance, granting leave, 
dress allowance including washing allowance and transfer 
T.A. be considered and direction to the management be 
given not to resort to unfair labour practice. 

3. The contention of the management is that the 
present dispute is not maintainable before this Tribunal, 
the matter should have been raised before the Registrar, 
Co-operative Societies u/s. 48 of Bihar Co-operative 
Societies Act, 1935, which is an special enactment. As 
regards the promotion the contention of the management 
is that the matter of promotion is under active consideration. 
As regards wage revision the management contends that 
the Board of Directors of the Bank has already approved 
pay-revision at par with the employees of other Commercial 
Banks and it is in process. As regards wrongful wage cut 
the contention of the management is that the Managing 
Director of the Bank under clause 64 of the Bye-Laws of 
the Bank read with Section 14(3) of the Bihar Cooperative 
Societies Act has the power of supervision and control. 
The deductions are made by way of punishment on having 
been found guilty by the Managing Director. As regards 
overtime work the contention of the management is that 
work is taken from the employees in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 16 of Staff Regulation and if at all 
work more than the prescribed hours is taken it is due to 
necessity of work and exigencies of service occasionally 
and not regularly. As regards the leave the management 
contends that the leave can not be claimed as a matter of 
right, its acceptance or denial depends on the exigency of 
work. As regards dress-allowance the management 
contends that in order to take care the status and the 
livelihood of its workmen ensuring regular payments dress- 
code and punctual working habits were enforced, the same 
may be ignored by the employees. As regards transfer 
T.A. the management’s contention is that in transfer made 
on administrative grounds and on request of the employee 
no transfer T.A. is allowed as a matter of practice. 
Accordingly the management the claims made on behalf 
of the workmen are fit to be rejected. 

4. Upon the pleadings of the parties and the terms 
of reference the following points arise out for decisions : 

(i) Whether the reference is maintainable before 
this Tribunal ?. 

(ii) Whether the action of the management of Bihar 
State Co-operative Bank Ltd. in not considering 
the demands as raised by the Union vide letter 
dated 12-12-2005 is legal and justified ? 

(iii) To what relief or reliefs, if any, the union/ 
workmen are entitled ? 

FINDINGS 

5. Both the parties have adduced evidence in support 
of their respective contentions. The management has 
examined two witnesses namely Sudhir Kumar Singh 
(M.W.l) and Anil Kumar Rai (M.W.2). The workmen have 
examined Direndra Dhari Singh (W.W.l), Sarvar Alam 
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(W.W. 2), Suresh Prasad Singh (W.W.-3), Hiranya Prabha 
(W.W. 4) and Sudheeshwar Prasad Singh (W.W. 5), 
Besides oral evidence the workmen have produced photo 
copies of charter of demand dated 28-6-2005 addressed to 
the Board of Directors (Exw) demand letter dated 18-7-05 
(Ext.W/1), memorandum dated 1-9-2005 (Ext. W/2), 
representation of Imran Ali dated 30-11 -2005 (Ext W/3), Office 
order dated 23-11 -2005 regarding transfer (Ext. W/4), Office 
order dated 6-12-2005 regarding transfer (Ext. W/5), Union's 
letter dated 6-9-2005 (Ext. W/6), Union's letter dated 
10-1-2006 (Ext. W/7), letters datd 20-2-2006, 17-6-2006, 
23-9-2006,5-7-2005,10-4-2007 and 28-11 -2005 (Ext. W/8 to 
W/13), reminder (Ext. W/14), Union's Ietterdated31-l-2006 
regarding working hours (Ext. W/15), Cash Memo dated 
16-6-2005 of dress (Ext. W/16), Bill dated 18-6-2005 (Ext. 
W/l 7) and Office order dated 14-2-2006 regarding working 
hours (Ext. W/l 8). No document has been adduced in 
evidence on behalf of the management. 

Point No. (i): 

6. It has been argued on behalf of the management 
that when the alternate remedy is available to the workmen 
to raise their grievance before the registrar, Co-operative 
societies U/s. 48 of Bihar Co-operative Societies Act, 1935 
which is a special enactment this Reference before this 
Tribunal is not maintainable. As against that it has been 
submitted on behalf of the workmen that they approached 
the Board of Directors of which registrar, Co-operative 
Societies is a member, concerning their demands but 
nothing came out after several years and thereafter this 
industrial dispute has been raised. After considering the 
submissions made on behalf of the parties I find that the 
management has not produced anything to show that there 
is any legal bar in raising industrial dispute without 
exhausting the opportunities in the department. That may 
be a practice for convenience but exhausting departmental 
remedies before raising an industrial dispute is not a legal 
requirement. Moreover the workmen raised their demands 
in the department and nothing came out then the industrial 
dispute was raised. Under the circumstances discussed 
above 1 find that the reference is maintainable before this 
tribunal. This point is decided accordingly. 

Point No. (ii): 

7. The bank employees' Federation, Bihar (hereinafter 
called ‘the Union’ for brevity) vide letter dated 12-12-2005 
raised the demands concerning Promotion, Wage Revision, 
Wrongful Wage-cut. Denial of overtime allowance, leave, 
dress-allowance and Washing Allowance and Travelling 
Allowance on transfer. The Union raised these issues 
previously vide letter dated 22-6-2005,18-7-2005, 1-9-2005, 
10-1-2006 (Exts. W/l to W/2 & W/6) before the depart¬ 
mental authorities. 1 will discuss the demands one by one. 

(i) Promotion :—There is no dispute on the point 
that there has been no promotion in the Bihar State Co¬ 
operative Bank from 25 years back. As regards the same 
W.W. 2 has stated that he is an Assistant in the bank but 
from three years back he is doing the work of Branch 
Manager in Nala Road Branch at Patna. At other branches 


also the Assistants are working as the Branch Manager. In 
this connection M. W. No. 1 & 2 have stated that the 
matter is under consideration before the Government. The 
Union raised the demand of promotion several times but 
no fruitful result appears to have come out as yet. The 
statement of M. W. 2 that the matter is pending before the 
government, does not appear to be a convincing plea. Many 
employees would have retired without promotion within 
last twenty-five years and the management Bank is busy in 
preparation of roster. By not making promotion to the post 
lying vacant since several years back the management has 
not done justice to the employees rather has committed 
great injustice. 

(ii) Wage revision :— Dhirendra Dhari Singh (W.W. 

1) has stated and it has not been denied by the management 
that the salary of the Officers and the Staff of the Bihar 
State Co-operative Bank is similar to that of the Bank of 
India. The Settlements which are applicable in Banking 
Industry are also applicable in Bihar State Co-operative 
Bank Ltd. He has further stated that there have been 
altogether eight .settlement/wage revisions but the 
management Bank is still making payment of wages to its 
emplyees on the basis of sixth settlement M.W. 2 has stated 
that the demands of the workmen are genuine. Under the 
circumstances I find that the management's action in not 
implementing the wages revisions in accordance with the 
Bipartite Settlements is illegal and unjust.' 

(iii) Wrongful Wage-Cut:—It has been alleged on 
behalf of the workmen that the wages of the employees are 
cut on flimsy grounds. The example of one such wage-cut 
is of employee Imran Ali who filed representation against 
his illegal wage-cut (Ext. W/3) which shows that his wages 
of 15 days was cut on the allegation that he was not driving 
cash-van properly and his dress was not tidy. On such 
allegations 15 days wage cut can not be said to be it justified. 
A warning letter or one day wage-cut, under the 
circumstances was more than sufficient. 

(iv) Over-time Allowance :—The workmen witness 
No. 5 has stated that the management vide Office Order 
dated 14-2-2006 (Ext. W/l 8) has fixed the working hours of 
7 hours on week days and 5 hours on Saturday. In case the 
management takes work from the employees more than the 
prescribe hour the overtime allowance must be paid to the 
employees. Non-payment of overtime allowance in case of 
overtime work can not be justified. 

(v) Denial of leave despite having sufficient balance 
and resorting to leave without pay :—In this connection it 
has been submitted on behalf of the Union that leave 
without pay is granted even in case an employee has 
sufficient balance of leave in his account. As against that 
the management contends that leave can not be claimed as 
a matter of right and it is with the management to grant 
leave or not. It is true that the leave can not be claimed as 
a matter of right but the fact remains that no one can foresse 
the exigencies and emergencies. No one can speculate that 
his family member will fall ill to-tomorrow and would apply 
for casual leave beforehand. The management must 
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consider this aspect and should not disallow the petition 
for casual leave and grant leave without pay in case of 
absence on genuine cause from work, otherwise the very 
purpose of casual leave will be frustrated. 

(vi) Dress Allowance and Washing Allowance :—The 
W.W. 3 and W.W. 4 have stated that the management 
imposed dress-code according to which all the employees 
of the Bank are required to come in prescribed dress. For 
that initially Rs. 2500/- was given to each employee but 
later on the same was deducted from their wages on 
instalments. In this connection it has been submitted on 
behalf of the management that the employees are free not 
to observe dress-code. If that be so let the management 
issue instruction accordingly otherwise so long the dress 
code remains in force the management must pay cost of 
dress and at least Rs. 100/- (Rs. one hundred) only per 
month Washing allowance. 

(vii) Travelling Allowance on transfer :—It has 
been submitted on behalf of the Union that the employees 
an administrative purposes are transferred to other stations 
but the cost of transfer of family and personal effects are 
not reimbursed, if the transfer of an employee is made an 
administrative reason or purpose his cost of transfer both 
person and property must be reimbursed in future. 

Point No. (iii): 

8. Keeping in view the discussions made above and 
the findings arrived at on different issue 1 find and hold that 
the vacant posts if required to be filled up by promotion, 
must be filled up within three months of the publication of 
the awqrd. 1 further find and hold that the employees are 
entitled to get wages according to 8th Bi-partite Settlement 
which the employees of other Banks get. There should not 
be disproportionate wage-cut or wage cut on flimsy grounds. 
The employees are entitled to over-time allowance in case 
work more than the prescribed hours is taken from them. 
There should not be arbitrary denial of leave if the leave is 
due to any etnplyee. 1 find and hold that so long the dress- 
code is inforce the employees are entitled to get four sets of 
dress per year or the cost of it reimbursed and washing 
allowance @ Rs. 100/- per month. The employees on transfer 
on administrative reasons are entitled to get the travelling 
allowance along with family members besides the freight 
charges ofpersonal effects. This point is decided accordingly. 

9. In the result 1 find and hold that the action of the 
management of Bihar-State Co-operative Bank Ltd. in not 
considering the demands as raised by the Union vide their 
letter dated 12-12-2005 is neither legal nor justified. 
Consequently, I direct the management of Bihar State Co¬ 
operative Bank Ltd. to fill up all the vacant post which 
require filling up by promotion, within three months from 
the date of publication of the Award. 1 further direct the 
management to implement the wage structure as suggested 
by 8th Bi-partite Settlement within three months from the 
date of publication of the Award. 1 direct the management 
not to resort to wage cut on flimsy grounds, to make 
payment of over time allowance in case over-time work is 


taken from the employee. I further direct the management 
not to resort to wrongful denial of leave to the employees 
if the leave is due. I also direct the management to make 
payment of dress allowance and the washing allowance as 
discussed and held above and travelling allowance on 
transfer of the employees on administrative reasons. 

10. And this is my award. 

Dictated & corrected by me. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Officer 
30 3TW, 2007 

W.3TT. 2837. —3lWifj|<h TNTK 1947 (1947 

4^ 14 ) rtRI 1 7 ^ 3Tj*KU| Tf f sfeqq TT3R 

^ti^t %. ^ ^ ^ 

filled sftefjfilca jqcti^ ff sftefrfihT 

3^fcb<u|/3pq 3rgH<ti«iK ^ (wf 'WIT 52/05) 

^ 3fchifeia f, v»fl '*RebR 29-08-2007 ^ 
WZ 13TT s>TT I 

[U T^T-11012/25/2004-3^3TR(^-l)] 
TTrTT Wm, srfERJRt' 

New Delhi, the 30th August, 2007 

S.O. 2837. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (34 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 52/05) 
of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court Ahmedabad now 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the management of Indian Airlines Ltd., and 
their workman, received by the Central Government on 
29-08-2007. 

[No. L-i 1012/25/2004-1R (C-I)] 
SNEH LAFAJAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAM2UM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDDABAD 
PRESENT 

Shri A. A. Lad : Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute ( Reference C. G. I. T. A.) No. 52/05 

Regional Director, 

M/s. Indian Air Lines Ltd., 

New Engineering Campus, 

Sahara Mumbai-400099 

.. .First Party 

V/s. 

Secretary, 

Air Corporation Employees Union 
Indian Air Lines Ltd., 

New Engineering Campus, 

Sahara Mumbai-400099 

.. .Second Party 

APPEARANCE 

First Party : Shri P. S. Gogia 

Second Party : Shri P. M. Khakhar 
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AWARD 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour and 
Employment by its Order No. L -11012/25/2004-IR (C-I) 
dated 2-6-2005 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 have referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
Indian Airlines Ltd., to award the punishment of reduction 
of basic pay by five incremental slabs with cumulative effect 
w.e.f. 1-8-2003 on Shri D. V. Sheth Traffic Suptd., vide order 
dated 17/21-7-2003 is just, fair and legal?” If, not to what 
relief is the workman entitled ? 

2. In support that second party filed statement of 
claim by Ex. 7, which was not replied by first party. 

3. Meanwhile both parties arrived to withdraw and 
by purshis by Ex. 9 they pray to take this reference on 
board and decide. 

Accordingly today reference is taken on board. 
Second party by his purshis Ex. 9 presented in person with 
Advocate and prayed to disposed of the reference. Even 
Advocate of the first party Shri P. S. Gogiaalso consented 
to the said proposal of the second party. Hence I hereby 
pass the following order. 

ORDER 

In view Ex. 9 the reference is disposed of. No order 
as to cost. 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
Ahmedabad. Dated: 25-6-2007 

30 3R7RT, 2007 

W.37T. 2838. -sflatfW feK arfqfwi, 1947 (1947 

^1 14) ^ 

gppfa 3 fafe ai l alPn; e rrfr 

37facRnT/9FT ^ TRs^TT 

201/2004) TOfTTcT t, ^ 

29-8-2007 ^1 W <T f37T «TT I 

[R. T^-30012/151/98-311^(4-1)] 

7% TrRTT 

New Delhi, the 30th August, 2007 

S.O. 2838.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 201/2004) 
of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Ahmedabad, now 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of ONGC and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 29-8-2007. 

[No. L-300I2/I5 l/98-IR(C-l)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT 

A. A. LAD, In Charge/Presiding Officer, Mumbai 
REFERENCE (C.GI.T.A.) No. 201/2004 

The Director (Personal) 

ONGC Ltd., 

Oil Bhawan, 

Deheradun ...First Party 

THEIR WORKMAN 

Branch Secretary, 

ONGC 

Electrical & Employee Staff Asso. 

P. Vishwakarma Society, Somnath Road, 


Mehsana-3 84001 

.. .Second Party 


APPEARANCE 

For the Employer 

: Shri K. V. Gadhiya 

Shri Mahendra Patel 
(Advocates) 

For the Workman 

: Shri R. C. Shukla 

Representative 


AWARD 


1. The matrix of the facts as called out from the 
reference are as under The Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour and Employment by its Order No. L- 
30012/151/98/IR (C-I) dated 18-05-1999 in exercise of the 
powers conferred by clause (d) of sub Section (1) and sub¬ 
section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 
1947 have referred the following dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

SCHEDULE 

1. Providing of Acting allowance to Asst. Technician 
(Electrical) appointed from 1980 be paid acting allowance 
for performing higher duties is legal ? If not what relief the 
workmen are entitled to what extent ? 

2. Whether union demand is, Electrical Staff who 
are having supervisor license be paid supervisor payment 
from the date they are performing the duties is legal 
and justify ? If yes what relief workman are entitled and 
extent ? 

3. Whether union demand is to pay extra payment 
to Asst. Technician (Electrical/Electrician) who are 
operating Diesel Generator set is legal and justify ? If yes 
what relief workmen are entitle ? 

4. Whether the demand of providingjob specification 
to Electrical Staff is legal and justify? If yes what direction 
is necessary ? 

5. The second party submit that workman who are 
possessing competency Electrical Supervisor license and 
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performing supervisory duties be promoted to the post of 
junior Engineer who are performing the duties of Supervisor 
Electrical from the date of they joined as Asst. Technician 
(Electrical) and provide justice to the workmen ? 

2. In support the subject matter referred in the 
reference, second party filed Claim Statement at Ex. 5 stating 
that, the claimant listed at serial No. 1 is an Assistant 
Technician (E) to the lower post equal to helper category. 
Said claimant was performing the duties of Electrician, Motor 
Rewinding, S.R.P pump for checking and all maintenance 
work and was attending-high voltage line work, which actual 
is not a work of employee of that category. However, he 
was compelled and forced to attend such a duties right 
from 1980 without paying extra benefit or wages of said 
work. So demand is made to pay allowances of employee 
mentioned at Serial No. 1 of said additional work, 

3. The employee listed at serial No. 2 of the reference 
was appointed as an Assistant Technician (E) like 
employee appointed at serial No. 1. However, he was forced 
to obtain Electrical Supervisor license to utilize said 
services. As per mines act, Supervisor is not a workman 
and he has powered to mark absent, to issue memo, to call 
explanation of subordinate under and to submit it. He has 
over and above workman category. However, O.N.G..C. has 
not considered the status and given benefit of the post on 
which he was serving. So it is prayed to give the wages to 
the employee at serial No. 2 of that status. 

4. The employee listed at serial No. 3 enclosed to 
the reference was utilized by the first party at Diesel 
Generator Set. It was disturbing electric city at site and at 
office building, colony and at work place. So Diesel 
Generator Set was operated by the said employee to said 
supply without any extra wages. So claim of pay to the 
workman at serial No. 3 made. 

5. The employee listed at serial No. 4 is not provided 
the wages as per specification of electrical category still, 
first party is taking benefit of his services. Said workman is 
compelled to perform any type of such duties under duress 
and threat and by victimizing the first party against the 
policy compel such a workman of National Mineral 
Development Corporation who is operating mines of iron 
which provided job specification of the employee of this 
type and are facilitated with allowances of said duty. 
However, said is not given. As it is not given to the said 
workman it is prayed to give said active allowances as per 
said who is working in mines. 

6. The workman which is listed in at serial No. 5 of 
the reference as an Assistant Engineer is listed as Junior 
Engineer and is getting promotion after 4 years of experience 
as a Chargeman (E) who has Supervisor License. A 
employee with education of I.T.I. qualification and 
experience are getting promotion after six years in the 
management of the first party. First party Making disparity 


and not given a promotion as followed in other filled to 
employee of that category. So union prayed to give 
promotion to said employee of that category. 

7. This reference is diputed by the first party by 
filling a Written Statement at Ex. 7 stating that, reference is 
not maintainable and this Court/Tribunal has no 
jurisduition. It is stated that, a reference is incompetent 
and bad in law. It is stated that, all the claim is denied by 
the first party. 

8. It is further stated that, Assistant Technician (E) 
are not forced to perform duty of Electrician and was not 
compelled to attend that work right from 1980 and entitled 
to get extra benefit of said work. It is stated that, said 
demand is not justified and second party is not entitled to 
get it. It is further stated that, if helper is qualified to consider 
for appointment of Jr. Assistant Technician (E) can be 
appointed subject to qualification fulfilling by said 
employee. As a safety and OMR, any Technician having 
ITI certificate and Electrical Supervisor certificate issued 
by the State Government can work on Electrical system 
only. All Assistant Technician (E) are falling in this line 
and possess the Electrical Supervisor certificate. It is denied 
that, there work is independently done by them as claimed 
by the union. Post of Assistant Technician (E) grade was 
an induction level post in the Electrician category as per 
R&P, 1980. However, as per MRPRI980 which is in force 
since 1-1-1997, the induction level bottom of class 111 level 
in electrical discipline, as now in the post Jr. Assistant 
Technician (E) is getting scale of Rs. 2,370. The post of 
Assistant Technician (E) has now become a promotion 
post. Assistant Technician (E) getting promotion as per 
policy ofthe organization after fulfilling requisite criteria. 
Helpers are having different grade I, II, 111. So it is that they 
prayed demand on that points required to be rejected. 

9. - The claim made about at serial No. 2 is not proved, 
correct and admitted by the first party. It is denied that, 
Asst. Technician (E) are forced perform the Supervisor 
duty from 1980. It is stated that, since ONGC installations 
have been declared oil mine by the Government of India 
long nack, it is followed OMR which is mandatory and 
binding and as per that, work of an Electrical System in the 
oil mine. Electrical person working on any such electrial 
system required to possess electrical certificate issued by 
the Government of India or by the State Government. It is 
made for safety helps. So it is stated that, demand on that 
point is bad and it is not required to consider. 

10. As far as demand of employee of No.3 is 
concerned, he worked as Diesel Mechanic and he has to 
check DG Set quite frequently. He just do the work of to 
switch On/Off. It is not a extra work. So employee at No.3 
cannot claim additional/extra wages. 

11. Regarding demand group employee No.4 it is 
stated that, it is not admitted to first party. It is denied that, 
said employee is doing said work under pressure. 






8368. 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/ASVINA 7,1929 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)j 


12. As far as of employee No.5 is concerned it is 
stated that, said demand is not admitted to the first party. It 
is denied that, Jr. Engineer and Chargeman (E) are qualified 
to the promotion and they are entitled to promotion.lt is 
stated that, qualifications prescribed for Jr.Engineer (E) is 
higher than that of Chargeman (E) and also is the post in 
higher scale. It is stated that ONGC defined R&P rules and 
by following cases of employee who are promoted and 
recruited. So it is stated that, claim made by the union is 
deserved dismissed. 

13. In view of the above pleadings following issues 
arises for determination which are answered against it. 

(i) Whether the demand of the union regarding 
employee list at serial No. 1 that, he is forced to 
perform duties of electrician and compelled to 
attend that work right from 1980, and his entitled 
to'get extra benefit of said work ? 

(ii) Whether the demand of employee listed at serial 
No. 2 being an Assistant Electrician (E) are post 
which require to perform Supervisory duty and 
they are entitle to get benefit of scale of 
Supervisor category ? 

(iii) Whether the demand regarding employee listed 
at serial No. 3 of checking Diesel Generator Set 
is entitled to get extra benefit of said duty ? 

(iv) Whether the demand regarding employee listed 
at serial No. 4 who is compelled to perform duty 
under duress is entitled to benefits of said work 
and entitled for promotion and allowances of 
the said work ? 

(v) Whether the demand regarding employee listed 
at serial No. 5 of post of Assistant Engineer (E) 
is filled by way of promotion from Junior 
Engineer (E) after 4 years. However, in the ONGC 
which is considered of after six years and as 
such said employee is entitled to promotion is 
equal to the promotion given in other filled ? 

(vi) What second party is entitled to get ? 

(vii) What order ? 

My answer to the above issues are as under as per 
reasons given below : 

(i) No. 

(ii) No. 

(iii) No. 

(iv) No. 

(v) No. 

(vi) No. 

(vii) As per order below. 


REASONS 
Issues Nos. I to VI 

14. Union filed claim statement for these 5 workers 
making of their respective grievances regarding wages, 
special allowance, promotion and threat given to work. It 
is also claimed that, the working in other departments of 
their respective status is different and it is challenged by 
the first party making different case that, union can not file 
sucha claim. The relief prayed in the claim statement stating 
that, list of so called employees who have grievances are 
placed on record by the claim statement,is not produced 
and is not also referred and send by the Labour Ministry 
(Central) while making reference of the grievances of so 
called workman. Besides it is stated that,there are separate 
rules and regulations which are followed of promotion vis- 
a-vis of treating nature of services of the concerned 
employees. It is stated that,evidence lead by the witness 
of the second party does not made different case with the 
existence case examples are not given of the employees 
who are getting benefited as claimed by the second party 
union. 

15. To support that, second party has examined 
witness at Ex. 16 Shri Fuljibhai L. Chaudhry and at Ex. 17 
Shri Nandjisingh Motisingh, Second party also examined 
Shri Hargovind Bhai Patel at Ex. 20 and Shri Dinesh Kumar 
Pandy at Ex. 22. Whereas First Party examined Shri Husain 
Fakirmohamed at Ex. 26. Both have submitted their 
respective written argument more precisely by Second party 
at Ex. 29 and by first party at Ex. 30, stating that they have 
already argued matter before my Id. predecessor Shri 
B.I.Kazi (Ex. P.O.) who was holding this post. 

16. First w-e go through evidence lead by the second 
Party, we find that, there are 5 workmen. 4 witness are 
examined for them. Besides it is not made clear which 
witness is real claimant of the demand referred by the Labour 
Ministry (Central) in the reference ? It is not also made 
clear that, the list is submitted by the second party is 
admitted and in argument as well as in supplementary 
written argument it is not made clear how they are 
concerned with the claim statement and how they will be 
benefited? Even while filing claimant statement and while 
filing written argument second party go on mention in that. 
It want to reserve its right to make their case at necessary 
time i.e. means though argument is submitted still second 
party itself want to reserve its right to make out different 
case which is beyond understanding. 

17. As stated above, evidence led by the second 
party if read one by one we find witness Shri Fuljibhai L. 
Chaudhry admits that, he was appointed as per rules. He 
also state that, recruitment rules are changed in 1997. He 
stated that, post Junior Asst. (E) was created in 1997. He 
stated that, said Junior Asst (E) has to work under Asst. 
Technical (E). if we turn to the another witness Shri 
Nandjisingh Motisingh recorded at Ex. 17 we find that, he 
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has made different case that, the claim statement and says 
that he is getting a salary of Asst. Technical (E). His position 
of Supervisor which is senior to the workman category. He 
states that, ONGC sends the name of Supervisor to the 
Dy. Director. ONGC also informed about supervisor. He 
states that, he is performing work of inspection, noting 
log-sheet and not getting wages of it. However, in the 
cross he admits that, there are rules of recruitment and 
promotion in the ONGC. He also admits that, there is no 
Supervisory post in ONGC. He admits that, he has no 
evidence to show that in other mines. Supervisor are getting 
more salary than Supervisor working with ONGC. The 
evidence led by Shri Hargovind Bhai Patel at Ex. 20 reveals 
that, he was appointed as an Asst.Technician (E) and 
work at present as a chargeman. He stated that, he has to 
perform duty of changing and electrical testing but not 
getting wages. In the cross he admits that, when he was 
posted, he was SSC and ITI. He also states that, he was 
having certificate of Electrical Supervisor. He admits that, 
about 200 to 250 Technician are operated in D.G. Set. This 
D.G. Set are there since beginning. He admits that, revision 
of scale which is made in ONGC by discussing the 
recommendation of the union. He also states that, D.G.Set 
are operated at Ankleshwer and Baroda site, and in others 
places those are operated by duty technician. The 
evidence of Shri Hargovind Bhai Patel reveals that, he is 
a Chargeman-cum-Electrician and want scale of Astt. 
Engineer Supervisor because that post come in senior 
category. He also states that, he is doing work of 
inspection, filling log-sheet and checking the mine 
-installation but not getting payment of it. In the cross, 
this witness admits that, qualified of the Asst. Electrical 
& ITI with Supervisor certificate is must and it is 
possessed. He admits that, promotion are given as per 
the rules of 1980. He admits that, work done by him is not 
denied but, work attending by him as Asst. Technician in 
other is disputed places by the first party. Evidence of Shri 
Husain Fakjrmohamed at Ex. 26 reveals that, Supervisor is 
not a post by its a certificate course required to possess by 
the Electrician Technician (E). He also admits that, there is 
no post of Supervisor in the O.N.G.C. He also states that, 
there is a no separate category of Supervisor and he denied 
the claimed made by the second party. 

18. Going though this and argument submitted by 
both, it is clear that, second party has not established who 
are really claimant of this demand. Besides there is no list 
of the employee as argued and presumed submitted by 
Labour Ministry (Central) while sending reference. It is to 
be noted that, a number of applicants are given referring 
list but it is not clarified by the union. Moreover, it is 
admitted fact that, there is no Supervisor post in ONGC 
and ONGS is following the rules and regulation of 
recruitment via-a-vis of promotion. The claim of second 
party that workman though are working of different work 
and different post but are not getting additional wages. 
More precisely workman at serial No. I ( It is not known 


who is the said person) work as Assistant Technician, but 
force to work of rewinding, checking and maintaining work 
and maintain work of as well as the supervising high voltage 
line work. However, it is not proved who is doing that work 
and which work is additional work as claimed ? Moreover, 
about so called employee mentioned at Serial No. 2, and 
his demand, the case of second party that, the said person 
is compelled to do work of Electrical Supervisor and 
Supervisor and in other places such employees are getting 
more salary. However, same is not proved by leading cogent 
evidence on that points. Same can be observe about so 
called employee mentioned in list of at serial No. 3 and it is 
not clean who has claimed D.G. Set is attended and his 
services are utilized at the site as well as at office building 
' and in colony and in some other places which are operated 
with the help of Asst. Technician. It is not proved that 
they are doing said but their wages are not paid. It is also 
not proved that, attending work of D.G. Set by the Asst. 
Technician is a additional work. Same can observe about 
so called employee of serial No. 4 and about his demand 
where it is claimed that, worker is compelled to perform any 
duty under threat and pressure and they are victimized for 
which they are not paid. About employee listed at serial 
No. 5 and his demand saying that, Junior Engineers are 
promoted after 4 years in other departments, but & the 
ONGC after 6 years in not proved. It is not established that 
from which other area such promotion are given to the 
Asst. Engineer after 4 years and how said is biding of the 
ONGC. ? When ONGC has its own rules and regulation of 
recruitment and promotion? 

19. Going though all these and the case made out 
by both I am of the view that, second party miser failed to . 
establish the claim and fail to prove that ably demand 
referred by the Labour Ministry (Central) to this Tribunal/ 
Court for adjudication deserve to allow. So 1 answer above 
issues in the negative and conclude that demand of second 
party deserves to be reject. Hence the order, 

ORDER 

Reference is rejected. 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
30 3EFRT, 2007 
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New Delhi, the 30th August, 2007 

S.O. 2839.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 15/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, 
Emakulam as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of South Indian Bank 
Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 30-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/129/2005-1 R(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ERNAKULAM 

PRESENT 

Shri P. L. Norbert, B.A., L.L.B., Presiding Officer 

(Friday the 17th day of August, 2007/ 

26th Sravana, 1929) 

I. D. 15/2005 

Workman : Smt. LizzieammaPunnoose 

Kelachandra House 
Pallimukku, Pettah 
Thiruvananthapuram-695024. 

Management : The Chairman and CEO 

The South Indian Bank Ltd. 
P.B. No. 28, T.B. Road 
Thrissur-680001. 

Adv. Shri Saji Varghese. 

AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10(l)(d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. The reference is :— 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Mallappally Branch of the South Indian Bank Ltd., 
Thrissur, Kerala State in dismissing the services of 
Smt. Lizzieamma Punnoose (E-clerk), Kelachandra 
House, Pallimukku, Pettah, Thiruvananthapuram 
w.e.f. 14-12-2004 is justified? If not, to what re lief the 
concerned worker is entitled?” 

2. The facts of the case in brief are as follows :— 

The claimant Smt. Lizzieamma Punnoose jointed the 
service of South Indian Bank on 1-4-1976 as a clerk. She 
served the bank for about 21 years. According to the 
claimant, during 1977 she fell sick due to Rheumatic Arthritis 
and proceeded on leave. Her leave continued intermittently 


till 4-9-1998. Thereafter she was on leave continuously. In 
2004 she was served with a charge-sheet alleging 
unauthorized absence without intimation from 15-10-2001 
onwards. A domestic enquiry was conducted and she was 
found guilty of the charges. The disciplinary- Authority 
dismissed her from service. According to the claimant the 
Enquiry Officer had not complied with the principles of 
natural justice. She was not supplied with documents of 
management. She was not given sufficient time to go 
through the document of management. No fair opportunity 
was given to defend. The enquiry is vitiated. Her absence 
was intimated to the management. The findings are 
perverse. At any rate punishment of dismissal from service 
is shockingly disproportionate to the charges levelled. Her 
previous unblemished service was not taken into 
consideration by the Disciplinary Authority while imposing 
the punishement. Only on account of sickness leave was 
availed. The second medical opinion was obtained as 
required by the management and they were convinced that 
the claimant was unwell. The claimant remains unemployed 
even now. She is entitled to be reinstated with all benefits, 
continuity of service etc. 

3. The management in their written statement 
contends that until the claimant was transferred to 
Mallappally Branch she had no illness. When she stated 
availing leave constantly she was asked to get a second 
medical opinion. The medical opinion is that she was having 
Rheumatic Arthritis of a mild variety. She remained absent 
continulously and unauthorisedly and without intimation 
from 15-10-2001 onwards. The enquiry was conducted in 
full compliance with the principles of natural justice and 
the procedure prescribed for domestic enquiry. She was 
allowed to be represented by a union representative. The 
worker fully participated in the enquiry. The findings ofthe 
Enqriry Officer are based on evidence. The Disciplinary 
Authority after considering the report of Enquiry Officer 
as well as objection raised by the worker concurred with 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer. An opportunity of 
Personal hearing was given to the worker regarding the 
proposed punishment. But the worker wanted a personal 
hearing at Thiruvananthapuram, her place of residence. 
However she submitted a detailed written submission of 
the Disciplinary Authority. Appeal filed by the worker was 
dismissed for valid reasons. Copies of all the documents 
were furnished to the worker at the commencement of 
enquiry. The manangeinent witnesses were cross-examined. 
There was no request for postponement ofthe enquiry for 
the purpose of cross-examination of the management 
witnesses. No intimation of the absence of the worker was 
given to the management. Mere application for voluntary 
retirement will not amount to intimation of absence. There 
were no extenuating circumstances to reduce the 
punishment. The worker has not put in sufficient years of 
service to qualify for pension of Voluntary Retirement as 
per Pension Regulation applicable to the worker. The 
worker is not entitled for any relief. 
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4. In the light of the above contentions the following 
points arise for consideration: 

(1) Is the enquiry valid? 

(2) Are the findings sustainable? 

(3) Is the punishment proper? 

5. Point No. (1): 

The question of validity of enquiry was considered 
as a preliminary issue and an order was passed on 
18-9-2006, finding that the enquiry is vitiated. Thereafter 
evidence was adduced to substantiate the charges. The 
evidence consists ofthe oral testimony of MWs 1 to 3 and 
documentary evidence of Exts. Ml to M8 on the side of 
management and WWI and Exts. W1 to W2(b)onthe side 
of worker. 

6. Point No. (2): 

Smt. Lizzieamma, the worker was charge-sheeted on 
27-5-2004. Ext. MI is the enquiry file. It contains the charge. 
The charges are:— 

(1) That she is unauthorisedly absenting from duty 
from 15-10-2001 onwards till this date, without intimation/ 
application of leave. 

(2) That she unauthorisdely absenting from duty as 
stated in Charge No. 1., eventhough she was fully aware 
of the fact that she has no eligibility for leave of absence 
got sanctioned as per the service rules applicable to her 
employment in the Bank. 

(3) That she has absented from duty without any 
application or information for a period exceeding 30 days 
which as per the service rule applicable to her employment 
in the bank is a gross misconduct. 

The worker is alleged to have remained absent 
unauthorisdly and continuously and without intimation 
from 15-10-2001 onwards. In her reply dated 5-6-2004 the 
reason for remaining absent is stated to be illness 
(Rheumatic Arthritis). The Enquiry Officer found her guilty 
ofthe charges of remaining unauthorisedly absent without 
intimation. Exts. M-7 & 8 Attendance Registers showing 
continuous absence from 15-10-2001 onwards. Thus the 
worker admits her absence from 15-10-2001 and even prior 
to that from 4-9-1998 to 14-10-2001. However the 
manangement did not take any action regarding her absence 
from 4-9-1998 to 14-10-2001, probable because she had 
applied for leave though she had no leave at credit. But for 
the subsequent period from 15-10-2001 onward there was 
no leave application. Hence for the period from 15-10-2001 
onwards disciplinary action is taken by issuing a charge- 
sheet on 27-5-2004. Between 15-10-2001 and 27-5-2004 no 
action was taken and not even a memo was issued to the 
worker asking her to report for duty. The worker admits 
that she had not applied for leave, but had submitted an 
application for voluntary retirement. Ext. MX-23 in Ext. Ml 


is her application submitted to the General Manager ofthe 
bank through the Branch Manager. A letter with a request 
to forward the application is addressed to the Branch 
Manager and the application for VRS to the Genera! 
Manager. The reason for applying for VRS is illness 
(Rheumatic Arthritis). It is also stated in the application 
that she was not able to travel long distance from 
Thiruvananthapuram to Mallappally and to continue her 
treatment with her doctor at Thiruvananthapuram. Ext. MX- 
23 is dated 14-8-2001. Her request for VRS was rejected by 
Ext. M-3 reply dated 19-10-2001. However she continued 
to remain absent. The management did not take any action 
until 2004. On a previous occasion when she took leave off 
and on she was asked to get a second medical opinion 
from Government hospital, Thiruvalla. She appeared before 
the doctor and she was examined and the doctor gave a 
Medical Examination Report dated 6-2-1998 (Ext. M-2) to 
the management. The opinion of the doctor was that the 
worker was suffering from Rheumatic Arthritis of a mild 
variety. She was advised to consult a Rheumatologist. Since 
the continuous absence and non-submission of leave 
application is admitted by the worker it is not necessary to 
go into the question of absence. When there is no leave 
application or when leave is refused or when there is 
overstayal after sanctioned leave period, the absence 
thereafter becomes unauthorized. The allegation as per 
charge-sheet is that she was absent unauthorisedly without 
intimation. It is a gross misconduct within Clause 5(p) of 
7th Bipartite Settlement (Supplementary) dated 10-4-2002 
(pg. 565 & 566 of ‘Bipartite Settlements’ published by 
M/s. H.P.J. Kapoor, Twelfth Edition, 2005). That provision 
reads: 

“Clause 5: 

By the expression ‘Gross misconduct’ shall be meant 
any of the following acts and omissions on the part of an 
employee:— 

(p). Remaining unauthorisedly absent with intimation 
continuously for a period exceeding 30 days.” 

Hence, according to the management, it is a ‘gross 
misconduct’'for which punishment is provided in clause 6 
ofthe same Bipartite Settlement. However it was argued by 
the learned counsel for the worker that unauthorized 
absence alleged can only be a ‘minor misconduct’ as 
intimation of absence was given by the worker to the 
management. On the contrary, according to the learned 
counsel for the management Ext. MX-23 is not an intimation 
but only an application for VRS addressed to the General 
Manager. According to the learned counsel if intimation 
was intended to be given it should have been given to the 
Branch Manager and that’too specifying why she was 
absent and how long she would have been absent. It is 
difficult to accept the contention ofthe learned counsel for 
the management. In the 1st Bipartite Settlement 
unauthorized absence was treated only as a minor 
misconduct. A change was made only in the 
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7th Supplementary Bipartite Settlement dated 10*4-2002 
making it a gross misconduct. The 1 st Bipartite Settlement, 
Clause 19.5 deals with ‘gross misconduct’. But 
unauthorized absence is not a ‘gross misconduct’. 
However it is a‘minor misconduct’ as per Clause 19.7(a). 
But in the 7th Supplementary Bipartite Settlement dated 
10-4-2002 ‘unauthorized absence without intimation’ is 
treated as a ‘gross misconduct’ (Clause 5 (p)}. Whereas 
‘absence without leave’ or ‘overstaying sanctioned leave 
without sufficient grounds’ is a ‘minor misconduct’ as per 
Clause 7(a). Clause 7 (a) reads:— 

“Clause 7. By the expression ‘minor misconduct’ 
shall be meant for all the acts and 
omissions on the part of an employee:- 

(a) Absence without leave or 
overstaying sanctioned leave 
without sufficient grounds”. 

Similarly, in the 1st Bipartite Settlement, Clause 19.7(a) 
‘absence without leave’ is treated as ‘minor misconduct’. 
It reads:— 

“19.7. “By the expression ‘minor misconduct’ shall 
be meant for all the acts and omissions on 
the part of an employee:— 

(a) absence without leave or overstaying 
sanctioned leave without sufficient 
grounds”. 

Therefore the original provision regarding absence 
without leave contained in Clause 19.7 (a) is repeated in 
the 7th Supplementary Bipartite Settlement in Clause 7 (a) 
and treated only as ‘minor misconduct’. Absence without 
applying for leave is definitely unauthorized absence. But 
in the'present case admittedly there was no leave 
application. She had been applying for leave time and again 
from 1998 to August 2001. Thereafter no leave application 
was submitted, probably because there was no use of 
applying for leave because there was no leave at credit. 
She was already on leave without allowance. Chapter XIII 
of 1st Bipartite Settlement deals with Leave Rules. 
Clause 13.34 is regarding extraordinary leave (L W A). As 
per that provision extraordinary leave can be availed at a 
time for a period not exceeding 3 months and during the 
entire period of service 12 months. Since the worker was 
feeling unwell and as she was already on leave without 
allowance and as she did not intend to join duty but 
wanted to take voluntary retirement, she did not further 
submit any leave application. Therefore her absence was 
definitely unauthorized. But the unauthorized absence is 
only a ‘minor misconduct’. When the unauthorized 
absence is even without intimation it becomes a ‘gross 
misconduct.’ Therefore the pivotal point is whether the 
absence was intimated to the bank or not. 

7. It is relevant to note that the word ‘application’ is 
not used in Clause 5 (p) of the 7th Bipartite Settlement but 
only the word ‘intimation’. Both cannot have the same 


meaning. Intimation cannot be synonymous with 
application. If it were so then absence without application 
for leave is merely unauthorized absence, which is only a 
‘tfiinor misconduct’. Hence ‘intimation’ has definitely a 
different connotation. By the word ‘intimation’ it simply 
means that an absent employee should intimate or inform 
the employer that he/she would be absent. There is no 
prescribed format for intimation unlike leave application. 
It is a mere communication to the employer that so and so 
would be absent from duty. The contention of the learned 
counsel for the management that intimation should be in 
the proper format specifying reason for absence, how long 
one would be absent etc. does not appear to be sound. 
The Leave Rules do not prescribe that the ‘intimation’ 
mentioned in Clause 5 (p) must be in any prescribed format. 
There is no possibility or need for supplying details in an 
intimation letter like leave application. What is meant by 
Clause 5(p) of the Settlement is that despite an employee 
remains absent unauthorisedly, if he/she is also not 
informing the employer that he/she would be absent, then 
the misconduct becomes serious and it cannot be treated 
as a mere ‘unauthorized absence’ which is only a ‘minor 
misconduct’. It is that reason that prompted the parties to 
the 7th Supplementary Bipartite Settlement to add one 
more clause under ‘gross misconduct’ i.e. ‘unauthorized 
absence without intimation’. Though Ext. MX-23 is a VRS 
application it is also an intimation to the employer that the 
worker would be absent thereafter. There was no need for 
sending a separate intimation. Once the management is 
informed of her intention to retire from service under VRS, 
it is meaningless to intimate separately that she would be 
absent. Besides, Ext. MX-23 VRS application was sent 
through the Branch Manager with a covering letter 
addressed to the Branch Manager requesting him to 
forward the application for voluntary retirement to the 
General Manager. Therefore both the Branch Manager 
and the General Manager were informed that the worker 
would be absent after 14-8-2001. A separate letter to the 
Branch Manager containing only ‘intimation’ was not 
necessary. Thus Ext. MX-23 is enough intimation. The 
absence is merely unauthorized. However iong that 
absence may be it is only a ‘minor misconduct’ either falling 
under Clause 19.7(a) of the. 1st Bipartite Settlement or 
Clause 7 (a) of the 7th Supplementary Bipartite Settlement. 
The management slept over the matter for long 3 years 
before launching an action. Not even a memo was issued 
asking the employee to report for duty, the disobedience 
of which would have been a gross misconduct as per 
Clause 19.5 (e) of 1st Bipartite Settlement. The learned 
counsel for the management however wanted me to advert 
to the decision in Mithilesh Singh v. Union of India, (2003) 
3 SCC 309. It was a case in which the charge-sheeted 
employee was a member of Armed Forces and was posted 
in a terrorist-affected area. He proceeded on leave without 
proper intimation and permission presumably to attend 
the marriage of his brother-in-law. Disciplinary action was 
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taken under S-9(l) of Railway Protection Force Act, 1957 
and Rule 44 of Railway Protection Force Rules, 1959. He 
was found guilty of the charge and he was removed from 
service. The employee was working in Railway Protection 
Special Force. The Rules that govern grant of leave, 
offences and punishment are discussed in the judgment, 
particularly R-104.3 & 147 (vi) and 156 (b)(iii). R-104.3 says 
that without specific permission no member of the Force 
shall leave his station even on holidays. 

R-147 (vi) says that absence without proper 
intimation to his controlling authority shall be punishable. 

R-156 (b) (iii) says that absence from duty without 
proper intimation shall entail in removal of employee from 
service. 

The word ‘proper’ (intimation) is discussed in Para 
8 of the judgement by Hon’ble Supreme Court. The relevant 
portion reads:— 

“Therefore, mere making an application for leave 
cannot be construed to be of any consequence in 
the background of the strict requirement of giving 
proper intimation. Even if it is accepted that there 
was intimation, that by no such imagination can be 
construed to be a proper intimation for diluting the 
requirement of obtaining permission before 
absenting from duty. Stress is on the expression 
“proper”. It means appropriate, in the required 
manner, fit, suitable, apt. The mere making of a 
request of leave, which has not been accepted, is 
not a proper intimation.” 

It is to be noted that the decided case cannot be 
compared or applied to the facts of this case. In the decided 
case the employee was a member of Armed Forces who 
require strict discipline and hence they are governed by 
strict Rules of discipline. They cannot leave their station 
even on holidays without permission. Absence without 
proper intimation is considered as a major misconduct. In 
the instant case the wording in Clause 5(p) of Bipartite 
Settlement is different from R-147 (vi) and R-l 56 (b) (iii) of 
Railway Protection Force Rules. The word “proper” is 
absent in the Bipartite Settlement. In the like manner the 
word “unauthorized” in Clause 5(p) of Bipartite Settlement 
is absent in Railway Protection Force Rules. Thus the 
factual scenario and the Rules governing disciplinary 
proceedings differ and hence the decision cannot be 
applied to the case on hand. 

8. As per 5th Bipartite Settlement dated 10-4-1989, 
Clause 17 (a) (page 367 of the book ‘Bipartite Settlements’ 
referred supra) when an employee absents himself from 
work for a period of 90 or more consecutive days without 

submitting any application for leave. 

the management may at any time give a notice to the 


employee calling upon him to report for duty within 30 
days of the notice stating that the employee has no 
intention of joining duty. If the employee does not 
respond to the notice he/she would be deemed to have 
voluntarily retired from bank’s service on the expiry of 
the said notice. No such notice was issued by the 
management in this case. I have referred to the above 
provision only to point out that the management is not 
without remedy against an erring employee who remains 
absent continuously. For reasons best known to the 
management no such steps were taken. The charge as it 
is can only be a minor misconduct. It is unnecessary to 
scan the evidence adduced before the Enquiry Officer as 
well as before this Court to arrive at a conclusion as the 
main part of allegation is admitted by the employee, 
namely, absence without applying for leave. Hence only 
the legal position is to be clarified. As already pointed 
out, the absence is merely unauthorized and not without 
intimation and therefore it can be only a ‘minor 
misconduct*. To that extent the finding of the Enquiry 
Officer is not correct. 

9.. However it was submitted by the learned counsel 
for the management that apart from violation of Leave 
Rules, the charge also contains the allegation that the 
worker willfully disobeyed the lawful and reasonable order 
of the management {Clause 19.8 (e)} and her acts are 
prejudicial to the interest of the bank (Clause 19.5 (j) of 1st 
Bipartite Settlement). In Chapter XIX of 1st Bipartite 
Settlement which provides for disciplinary action and 
procedure therefor, gross misconduct is described and 
enumerated in Clause 19.5 (a) to (S). For each offence a 
specific clause is provided. When there are specific clauses 
for specific offences they cannot be brought under a 
general clause. The memo of charges contains three charges 
and they are separately numbered. They are regarding' 
unauthorized absence without applying for leave and 
intimating the absence. It is violation of Leave Rules. There 
was no direction by the management to report for duty 
immediately or within specified period. Hence there is no 
disobedience. The management has not explained what is 
the disobedience committed by the worker. So also, there 
is a general statement in the charge that the act of worker 
is prejudicial to the interest of the Bank. If all acts are 
prejudicial to the interest of the bank even mirior 
misconduct of unpunctual or irregular attendance (Clause 
19.7 (b) could be an act prejudicial to the interest of the 
bank. That is not the intention of defining different acts as 
different offences. Otherwise one clause {19.5 (J)} was 
sufficient to bring every offence under the banner of‘gross 
misconduct’. Since the charges alleged are specific and 
they are regarding unauthorized absence without 
intimation, violation of leave rules and absence exceeding 
30 days, they cannot be brought under any other clause 
than either under Clause 5(P) or 7(a) of 7th Supplementary' 
Bipartite Settlement dated 10-4-2002. 
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10. Point No. (3) : 

The punishment imposed is dismissal. It is meant 
for gross misconduct. For remaining absent the 
punishment imposed is dismissal. It is meant for gross 
misconduct. I have found that the offence is only a minor 
misconduct for which punishment is provided in Clause 8 
of7th Supplementary Bipartite Settlement. The maximum 
punishment is stoppage of increment for a period not longer 
than six months {Clause 8(c) }. The punishment in this 
case therefore has to be altered to stoppage of increment 
for a period not exceeding six months. 

11. In the result, an award is passed finding that 
the action of the management in dismissing the claimant 
Smt. Lizzieamma Punnoose from service w.e.f. 14-12-2004 
cannot be legal and justified. However she is guilty of 
minor misconduct of unauthorized absence and is liable 
to be punished with stoppage of increment for a period 
not longer than six months under Clause 8( c) of 7th 
Supplementary Bipartite Settlement dated 10-4-2002. She 
is entitled to be reinstated with continuity of service and 
consequential benefits, but without back wages provided 
she is directed to report for duty and she reports for duty 
accordingly. The parties are directed to suffer their 
respective costs. The award will take effect one month 
after its publication in the official Gazette. 

(Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 17th 
day of August, 2007.). 

P. L. NOR BERT, Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX 

Witness for the Worker: 

W W1 -Smt. Lizzieamma Punnoose—8-5-2007 
Witness for the Management: 

MW 1 -Shri James Kappan—5-6-2006. 

MW2-Shri VijayaaP—22-3-2007. 

MW3-Shri Johnson Chackalakkal—22-3-2007. 

Exhibits for the Worker: 

W1-Photostat Copy of Memo dated 28-1-1998 issued to 
the worker by manangement. 

M2-Photostat copy of letter dated 14-8-2001 submittd by 
the worker to the Branch Manager, South Indian Bank, 
mallappally. 

M2(a)-Photostat copy of letter dated 14-8-2001 submitted 
by the worker to the General Manager, South Indian 
Bank Ltd. 

M2(b)-Photostate copy of Ack. Card in R/o Ext. W2(b). 

Exhibits for the Management: 

Mi-Enquiry File. 

M2-Photostat copy (JfMemo dated 28-1 -1998 issued to 
the worker by management. 


M3-Photostat copy of letter dated 19-10-2001 issued to 
the worker by management. 

M4-App!ication dated 26-5-1997 submitted by worker to 
the management seeking permission to visit foreign 
country. 

M5-Application dated 26-5-1997 submitted by the worker 
for extension of leave. 

M6series-Leave application submitted by the worker along 
with medical certificates (16 pages). 

M7-Attendance Register of Mallappally Branch of South 
Indian Bank Ltd. for the Period 6-11-2000 to 
28-10-2002. 

M8-Attendance Register of Mallappally Branch of South 
Indian Bank Ltd. for the period 4-11-2002 to 
28-10-2004. 

ftf fcc#, 30 3PTftT, 2007 

W.OT. 2840.—fafcTK srfqftftft, 1947 (1947 
ftfl 14) ftTft 17 ^ 3ftftTR ~&Z 3TPE 

ft fftfe. 3tWlPl<h ft ftftFK Straffe 
SlfW, |<£ <£ tfftTH TOTT 1056/2k5) ^ 

ftftcft f, ^ ftfthK 30-8-2007 ftTf ftTRT 

^3TT ftT 1 

[ft. ftcrT-12012/100/2003—3TT^.3TR.(ftt-I) ] 

3T5Rt c£>HK, Stfft'hftl 

New Delhi, the 30th August, 2007 

S.O. 2840.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1056/ 
2k5) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, 
Chandigharh as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 30-8-2007. 

[No. L-12012/100/2003-IR (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-11, 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer : Shri Kuldip Singh 

Case l.D. No.: 1056/2k5 
Registered on: 20-09-2005 
Date of Decision: 25-05-2007 

Chandgi Ram S/o Sh. Bachana Ram, House No. 3086, 
Sector-44-D, Chandigarh 

,. .Petitioner 



[qRH-^TJg 3(ii)] 


TO "44 TRFR : 29, 2007/34^44 7 } j 929 


8375 


Versus 

The Assistant General Manager, State Bank o f India, 
Region-I, Zonal Office, Hoshiarpur 

. . .Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Sh. Vinod Kumar Verma, 

AR 

For the Management Sh.V.KSharma 

Law Officer 

AWARD 

The Government of India vide their Order No. 
L-12012/100/2003-1 R(B-I) dated 31 st July, 2003 desired to 
know the following :— 

“Whether the action of the Management of Regional 
Manager, State Bank of India, Ludhiana in imposing the 
punishment of dismissing the services ofSh. Chandgi Ram 
S/o Sh. Bachana Ram, Ex-Messenger w.e.f. 27th January, 
200! is legal & just? If not what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled to and from which date?” 

The Parties are present through their representatives, 

I have heard them on the question of fairness of domestic 
inquiry, held in this case. 

The workman filed his Claim Statement by which he 
claimed that the Management had illegally terminated his 
service for which he had approached theAssistant Labour 
Commissioner(C ) for amicable settlement, but due to the 
attitude of the Management the settlement could not be 
arrived at. His claim is that he was appointed as messenger 
in the Kaithai Branch of the Management Bank on the 
basis of his sponsorship by the Employment Exchange, 
Kundli; that he had registered himself with the employment 
exchange after he passed middle standard but subsequently 
he passed matriculation examination; that at the time of 
interview and joining the service of the Bank, he produced 
all the necessary documents including his qualifications 
testimonials and thereafter he was appointed vide 
appointment letter dated 3rd April, 1987. He joined his 
duties on 4th April, 1987. However, on 5th March, 1988 he 
was.served with a notice that since he has not disclosed 
the factum of his having passed matriculation examination, 
therefore, he has committed misconduct. He replied the 
notice and denied the charges that he had concealed the 
facts. The Management however initiated inquiry 
proceedings and appointed Sh. Y.S Kaushik as inquiry 
officer but no notice of the appointment was given to him. 
The inquiry officer, without any notice visited the Kaithai 
Branch on 22nd March, 2000, where the workman was 
posted and obtained his signatures on some papers. He 
was later on told that the inquiry in the matter has been 
conducted. On coming to know about it, he rushed to 
Chandigarh and sent the telegram to the inquiry officer for 
his illegal conduct. 


The workman further claimed that he received a letter 
from the Disciplinary Authority informing him that they 
have tentatibly decided to remove him from service on the 
basis of the inquiry held and asked him to appear on 17th 
July, 2000 for personal hearing. The inquiry officer denied 
him the right to engage a defence representative, therefore, 
he alone appeared before the inquiry officer on 19th July, 
2000 and submitted true facts. He demanded fresh inquiry 
in the matter. Thereupon the Disciplinary Authority 
provided him another opportunity of personal hearing on 
30th Sep., and 1st November, 2000 but on both the dates 
the Disciplinary Authority was again not available, 
therefore, he was again called for 27th August, 2001. It is 
further his claim that till date he has not been provided 
with a copy of the inquiry report nor the copy of the inquiry 
proceedings; that the inquiry officer did not hold any inquiry 
nor provided him the opportunity to himself. He was also 
not given the chance to engage a defence representative. 
Although all these facts were brought to the notice of 
Disciplinary Authority, but no action was taken bv him; 
that the signatures were obtained from him under threat 
and undue pressure, therefore, the inquiry held against the 
workman is in violation of the law procedure and principles 
of natural justice. The workman has challenged the fairness 
of the inquiry on the ground that the charge framed against 
him is illegal, vague and unjustified. The matter was not 
decided on merit nor any reasons have been given about 
the termination of services of the workman. The inquiiy is 
a sham proceeding as the rules and law was not followed, 
no authorized defence representative was provided to the 
workman; that the inquiry officer as well as Disciplinary 
Authority never conducted the inquiry rather obtained the 
signatures of the workman by exerting undue pressure; 
that the workman as remained without gainful engagement 
all through this period. He has prayed for holding that the 
charge sheet framed against him was vague, undefined 
and concoted and that the inquiry held was a sham 
transaction; and that the punishment awarded was 
disproportionate to the misconduct alleged against the 
workman. He has also prayed for reinstatement in service, 
with full back wages and other service benefit besides the 
interest at the rate of 24% p.a on the amount found due to 
him. In support of his claim he has placed on record the 
copy of the charge sheet, copy of the letter of the workman 
signed by the Presenting Officer and the Inquiiy officer, 
besides the copies of the letters exchanged between the 
inquiry officer and the AGM. The order of the Appellate 
Authority, copy of the appeal. 

The Management has opposed the claim of the 
workman claiming that the workman had concealed the 
factum of his having passed the matriculation examination 
of his appointment as a messenger in the Management 
Bank. As per the Bank norms the educational qualification 
for appointment as a messenger was 8th Class and not 
10th Class. The workman obtained the appointment by 
concealing the true facts, as on the date of interview he 
was already a matriculate and thus was ineligible for 
appointment as a messenger. That the workman had 
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committed a gross misconduct by concealing the fact of 
his academic qualification, therefore, he was served with a 
charge sheet by the Disciplinary Authority. The workman 
could not give satisfactory answer therefore, the 
Departmental inquiry was initiated against him. 
Sh. Y.S. Kaushik was appointed as inquiry officer to 
conduct the inquiry in a fair and proper manner in conformity 
with the principles of natural justice. The workman was 
given full opportunity to defend himself. However he opted 
to defend himself and did not seek the assistance of a 
defence representative throughout the inquiry he admitted 
the charges voluntarily, therefore, the charges were proved 
against him. The Disciplinary Authority gave personal 
hearing to the workman and after taking into account the 
facts and circumstances, he was ordered to be removed 
from service for having committed gross misconduct. The 
workman filed the appeal, but the same was dismissed. The 
action of the Management is legal and justified. 

On merit it is submitted by the Management that the 
paras 1 and 2 of the Claim Statement is correct. The workman 
was given fair and proper opportunity to defend himself. 
Claiming that the workman had passed the matriculation 
examination in the year 1988, it is submitted by them that 
since the workman had declared his academic qualification 
as 8th pass, therefore, he was appointed as a messenger; 
that a fair and proper inquiry was held against the workman 
and since he admitted the charges framed against him 
voluntarily without any coercion therefore the charges were 
found proved against him. They denied that the documents 
'declaring the academic qualification were filled by the 
official of the Management and not by the workman. They 
further denied that the workman had ever sought the 
assistance of defence representative. They further 
contested the claim of the workman that he had no notice 
of date and place of inquiry as he had appeared in the 
inquiry and took active part in it. That the authorities relied 
upon by the workman were not applicable to the present 
case; and that the order passed by the Disciplinary 
Authority is legal and justified, therefore, the workman is 
not entitled to any relief. They have taken the additional 
plea that in case it is found that the inquiry held against the 
workman is not fair and proper, the Management may be 
provided opportunity to produce evidence so as to prove 
the charges against the workman and to justify the 
punishment awarded to him. 

1 have considered the submissions made by the party 
and have also gone through the record. 1 am of the opinion 
that the inquiry held against the workman was not fair and 
proper. 

The perusal of the inquiry proceedings show that 
the memorandum carrying the articles of charges dated 
18th May. 1999 was issued to the workman but there is no 
evidence to show as to on which date the same was served 
upon the workman. The workman filed the reply dated 11 th 
June, 1999, by which he claimed that before the issuance of 
the memorandum he had already submitted the reply and 
he reiterated that he did not conceal the facts from the 


Management. He claimed that except the documents and 
the information provided by the employment exchange the 
selection committee did not ask him for any other 
information; that he had also submitted the copies of all 
the documents. The only undertaking the selection 
committee took'from him was that he had not worked-in 
any other Bank earlier. The Management did not feel 
satisfied with the reply of the workman and by their letter 
dated 3rd July,'1999 informed the workman that since the 
charges against him amounted to gross misconduct 
therefore, the Management has decided to hold a 
departmental inquiry for which they have appointed 
Y.S. Kaushik as inquiry officer and Sh. J.P. Aggarwal as 
the Presenting Officer. It was further notified to him that 
the inquiry officer shall inform him about the date, time and 
place where the inquiry shall be conducted. It is worth 
note here that alongwith the memorandum of charges, the 
Disciplinary Authority did not provide, the list of witnesses 
and the documents which the Management proposed to 
produce against the workman nor provided the copies 
thereof to the workman so as to make him to know' that 
what evidence shall be produced against him and which 
witness shall dispose against hint. The Disciplinary 
Authority therefore, committed his serious lapse in not 
informing the workman about the evidence proposed to be 
produced against him and in such a situation it could not 
be taken that the action of the Disciplinary Authority was 
fair and proper. There is nothing on record to show that 
the inquiry officer ever informed the workman about the 
date, place and time where the inquiry' was to be held despite 
the assurance of Management in writing. Here the claim of 
the workman appears to be correct that suddenly on 22nd 
March, 2000 the inquiry officer visited the Kaithal Branch 
of the Management and asked the workman to sign on 
some papers, by using influence and later on he was told 
that the inquiry in the case has held. This version of the 
workman gets further support from the fact that on the 
same day, he sent a telegram to the inquiry officer from 
Chandigarh, a copy of which is placed on record telling 
him as to how he has conducted himself; and that the 
inquiry, claimed to be held has never held and the inquiry 
officer misconduct himself by obtaining signatures of the 
workman on papers. The Management has failed to explain 
the allegation made in the telegram. The other support the 
workman in this regard gets from his own statement claimed 
to be made by him before the inquiry' ofTicer. The perusal of 
the statements make interesting reading. The statement is 
claimed to be recorded on 22nd March, 2000. Before 
recording that statement the inquiry officer did not ask the 
workman whether he had been served with the charge sheet 
or not and whether he would like to be assisted by defence 
representative or not. He was also not asked whether he 
has received the articles of the charges the list of the 
witnesses and the documents which are likely to be 
produced against him and whether he wants to inspect 
some documents or need any other assistance so as to 
show that the workman was well aware before recording 
his statement that what are charges against him and what 
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documents were to be produced against him and whether 
he wanted the assistance of defence representative or he 
himself wanted to defend him. Nothing such was done by 
the inquiry officer which shows that he conducted the 
inquiry in a very casual manner, and it is seems, violating 
the instructions issued by the Management the procedure 
and principles of natural justice he did so to benefit the 
Management. 

If we go through the statement of the workman 
recorded during the so called inquiry one finds that the 
same could not be the statement of the workman, who is 
semi literate person. How could one expert him to keep the 
detail of the memorandum, including its number and date? 
In reply to the charge sheet he denied that he had concealed 
any facts from the Management and claimed, that the 
performas, in which the' information about the academic 
qualification was entered, were filled by the employees of 
the Management and the information was given by the 
employees of the employment exchange; and that the 
selection committee did not ask him for any more 
information. He had submitted the copies of all the 
testimonials, therefore, he did not conceal the facts. There 
is another reason to look at the correctness of the statement 
with caution. The workman signed on the third page of his 
statement after a wide gap and on right side, down below, 
whereas on the first two pages, he is shown to have signed 
on the left side down below which gives reasons to believe 
that the signatures were obtained first and the contents 
were written later on. Therefore, I have reason to believe 
that the statement of the workman was recorded later, but 
his signatures were obtained earlier and somebody else 
was the author of the statement. 

There are other cogent reasons to doubt the fairness 
of the inquiry in the case. The workman claimed that before 
the service of the memorandum of charges given he had 
already made the statement and explained his position. 
The workman has placed on record a copy of the statement 
dated 22nd Dec., 1999. This statement was made five months 
after the service of letter dated 3rd July, 1999 by which the 
Management had appointed Sh. Y.S. Kaushik as the inquiry 
officer and Sh. J.P. Aggarwal as the Presenting Officer. 
This statement is shown to have been made in presence of 
Sh. Y.S. Kaushik and J.P. Aggarwal. In this statement the 
workman claimed that he had registered himself with the 
employment exchange on 3 1st Dec., 1996 on the basis of 
his having passed 8th standard examination he was 
sponsored for the post of messenger in the SBI; that on 
26th March, 1997, he appeared before the selection 
committee and produced his testimonial that on the basis 
of the interview he was appointed and he joined his duties 
he further claimed that at the time of his appointment his 
qualification was above middle and he had infonned about 
it to the Management. In this statement he did not admit 
that he had concealed the fact so as to get the employment 
as he had no option except that as the jobs were not 
available and all other things which are shown to have told 
by him in his statement dated 22nd March, 2000. It is not 


understandable as to what was the occasion for the 
workman to have made the statement on 22nd Dec., 1999, 
and if at he had already made the statement, then what 
was the necessity for recording his subsequent statement 
on 22nd March, 2000. Interestingly no question was put 
to him about his previous statement although the same 
was also made in presence of both the presenting and the 
inquiry officers. There seems to be some manipulation 
somewhere about which the Management has not come 
forward give reasons. I doubt that the statement of the 
workman is shown to have been made on 22nd March, 
2000 was infact made. 

Now coming to the main question whether the 
workman was guilty of misconduct as is alleged. It is the 
admitted case of the parties that the workman was 
sponsored by the Employment Exchange, Kaithal. The 
Management has placed on record photo copy of the 
requisitions made by the Management, dated 5th and 10th 
February, 1997, The copies of the requisitions and the 
sponsorship letter of the Employment Exchange, claimed 
to be the documents of the Management are on record. 
The first requisition was made for one post of general and 
one for reserved category meant for Scheduled Caste. The 
workman is a Scheduled Caste. The qualification required 
for the post was as under — 

Qualification required: 

(1) Essential under matric, minimum 8th 

standard pass 

(2) Desirable N.A. 

The Management lias also placed on record the 
performs A claims to be signed by the workman. The 
Management has failed to prove that the entries made in 
this per forma was in the hands of the workman or that he 
understood the contents thereof. This per forma was filled 
on 26th March, 1997. Column 5, which concerns the 
educational qualification, reads as under:— 

Educational qualifications : 8th standard in first class. 


Furnish details in respect of 8th standard onward in 
ease you are applying for a post in subordinate cadre. 


Name of School/ Year of Class or 
Board and Exami- Passing Div. 
nation passed 

percentage 
of marks 

No.of sittings 
and not 
attempts in 
which the exa¬ 
mination was 
passed. 

G.M.S. Chandra, 1986 8th Pass 

Kurukshetra, BSE 

(Bhiwani) 

Haryana 

30th, April. 1980 

66.71% 

N.A. only 
one 


According to this performa the candidate was 
required to give the detail ofhis educational qualifications 
in respect of 8th standard onward provided he had applied 
tor the post in the Subordinate Cadre. As per the 
requisition, referred to above, the essential qualification 
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for the post of messenger was under matric and in no 
case less than 8th standard pass which clearly meant 
that for appointment as a messenger, one should not be 
less than 8th standard pass, The requisition letter 
nowhere stated the maximum qualification required for 
the post of messenger. Against the column ot “Desirable 
Qualification” the Management clearly stated NA so the 
Management did not desire further qualification or 
preferential qualification for the post of messenger. In 
the requisition letter there is absolutely nothing to show 
a person who was possessing higher qualification was 
ineligible for appointment as a messenger. For example 
in the case of Age Limit, the requisition clearly 
prohibited the candidates having age more than 26 to 
apply for the post, but in the case of academic 
qualification, no such rider was put and it is not 
permisible to the Management to claim that a matriculate 
could not apply for the post of messenger and since 
the workman was a matriculate so was not eligible to 
apply for the post of messenger. In order to support 
their claim the Management was required to further show 
that the workman concealed the facts by not declaring 
his academic qualification onwards 8th standard. Since 
the minimum qualification required for the post of 
messenger had been shown by the workman, therefore, 
if he did not mention about his having passed 
matriculation examination, to my mind, he did not commit 
any misconduct. Moreover he gave this declaration on 
26th March, 1997 on which day he was not even the 
employee of the Management, so was not subject to the 
standing orders, rules and notifications of the 
Management so as to take that his failure to state correct 
facts, about the academic qualification amounted to 
misconduct Tor which he was required to be punished 
under the Bipartite settlements, circulars or notifications. 

A similar case came for the consideration of the 
Hon’ble Division Bench of H.P. High Court in the case of 
Prem Lai Sharma V/s. SB1. CWP No. 348 of 1997 decided on 
25th November, 1999. Hon’ble Division Bench, relying upon 
a number of authorities of Hon’ble Supreme Court, “that it 
could be seen from the above stipulation that what is stated 
in the said rule is of minimum qualification. The use ot 
word minimum while explaining under matric postulate that 
neither it was meant to be the only qualification nor any 
ceiling on the possession of qualification over and above 
envisaged in the contemplation of the rule making authority 
or any such inhibition or restriction has been engrafted in 
the said rule. Regarding the question of alleged suppression 
of the actual qualification by the petitioner that he was a 
matriculate on the date of his interview as also his 
appointment their Lordship held that, suppression or 
concealment invariably is indicative of an element of fraud 
also in it and to suppress anything is to put a stop to it 
when it actually exists and at times it may not constitute 
suppression by merely preventing or withholding that 
which may lead of the actual factum of suppression. Thus 
they held that the non mention of matriculation as the 
qualification of the workman did not amount to 
concealment though it may be q factum of suppression. 


In view of the discussion made above 1 am of the 
opinion that the workman did not commit any misconduct 
as he was not prevented to apply for the post of messen¬ 
ger being a matriculate. No doubt as, a good citizen he was 
supposed to disclose all the facts truly and if he suppressed 
his qualification of being matriculate, he did not commit a 
misconduct. In my opinion the Management did not hold a 
fair and proper inquiry in the matter. They further violated 
the provisions of the law and principles of natural justice 
by awarding the punishment of dismissal to the workman 
from the service, for his having concealed the factum of his 
being a matriculate. The impugned proceedings, initiated 
against the workman, for his alleged misconduct had no 
basis either on facts and in law and, therefore, the same are 
set aside both being unfair and improper and for their be¬ 
ing no basis for the same. 

The Management as an additional plea prayed that 
they may be allowed to lead the evidence in case the Tribu¬ 
nal comes to the conclusions that the inquiry held was not 
fair and proper or it was visited with infirmity. 1 considered 
this submission of the Management, but ! am of the 
opinion that the same cannot be allowed. The Manage¬ 
ment has already placed on record all the documents includ¬ 
ing the copies of inquiry proceedings. Moreover the work¬ 
man has also admitted that he was matriculate on the day he 
joined the service of the Management. In the circumstances 
the permission to the Management to lead evidence by exer¬ 
cising powers under Section-11 A of the ].D. Act shall be an 
abuse of process of law as that will further prolong the egony 
of the workman and shall put the parties to further expenses, 
a wastage of time and energy but without any result in wiew 
of the discussion made above. 

For what has been stated above I am of the opinion 
that the inquiry held against the workman was not fair and 
proper, rather the Management had no basis to initiate the 
proceedings against the workman, therefore, the inquiry 
proceedings as well as the punishment awarded to the 
workman is quashed and the workman is treated to be in 
service as if there was no order of his dismissal from 
service. He is entitled to all the service benefits including 
back wages as if he was all along in the service of the 
Management. The award is passed in his favour. Let a 
copy of this award be sent to the appropriate Government 
for necessary action and the file be consigned to records 
after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
fefl, 30 34W, 2007 
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New Delhi, the 30th August, 2007 

S.O. 2841.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.646/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, 
Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of Patiala 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 30-8-2007. 


[No. L- 12012/125/1999-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer : Shri Kuldip Singh 

Case I.D. No. : 646/2k5 
Registered on : 24-08-2005 
Date of Decision : 14-05-2007 

M.S. Pathania, General Secretary, State Bank of Patiala, 
Staff Union (Regd.) House No. 13, Ward N 0 . 6 , Solan 
(Himachal Pradesh) 

.Petitioner 

Versus 

The Deputy General Manager, State Bank of Patiala, 
Sco 156-158, Sector - 17-C, Chandigarh 

.Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : - Sh. R.P Rana, Advocate 

For the Management : Mr. N.K. Zakhmi, 

Advocate 


AWARD 


The following reference has been received from the 
Ministry of Labour, Government of India vide their number 
L-120 !2/125/99-lR(B-I) dated 7th Sep., 1999:- 

“Whether the action of the Deputy General 
Manager, State Bank of Patiala, Sector-17, Chandigarh in 
denying the demand of State Bank of Patiala Staff Union. 
,Soian(H.P.) to correct the alleged wrong fixation of pay of 
Sh. M.S Pathania, Clerk posted at Mall Road, Shim la Branch 
of State Bank of Patiala is just and legal? if not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled to?” 


The notice of the reference was issued to the parties. 
The parlies appeared.The workmen field the Claim 
Statement and his rejoinder. The Management has filed 
the Written Statement. Both the workmen and Shri J.L 
Sharrna, Deputy Manager, witness of the Management field 
their affidavits. Both of them also came in the witness box 
in support of their claim with the respective parties. 


The claim of the workman is that after serving the 
armed forces from 1974 to 1990, he joined the service of the 
respondent Bank on 1st Dec., 1993. As per the instructions 
issued by the Government of India bearing No. PER/52 of 
1987 dated 18th May, 1997, it was required of the 
Management to have protected his salary last drawn by 
him in the armed forces. However, the Management did 
not fixed his pay in accordance with instructions. His 
representation to the Management also did not wake them 
and the same was rejected. According to him his salary 
should have fixed at Rs. 1400 since he was drawing Rs. 1378 
as his last salary with the armed forces whereas the 
Management fixed his salary at Rs. 1890. He has prayed 
for a direcation to the Management to fix his pay scales at 
Rs. 1400 from the date he joined the service and according 
to the revisied pay scale w.e.f. 1st Nov,, 1992 in terms of 
circular of Management No. PER/52 dated 18th May, 1987. 

The Management has opposed his claim. They have 
taken preliminary objections to the maintainability of the 
reference by claiming that the workman has no cause to 
maintain this reference as the pay of the workmen was 
correctly fixed in accordance of compendium of 
Government guidelines received from Indian Bank 
Association, Bombay. According to them the basic salary 
of the workmen was fixed at Rs. 900 D.A 990 i.e. 1890 per 
month which was higher the salary, he was drawing at the 
time of his release from Army. Moreover, the reference is 
bad for misjoinder and nonjoinder of the necessary party 
as the Management Bank is an autonomous body and could 
sue and be sued in its name .On merit it is their claim that 
the workman had joined the service of the Management on 
1st Dec., 1993. Denying the contents of para no.2, but 
admitting the contents of para no. 3 of the Claim Petition , 
it is stated by them to para no. 4 that the claim made is 
misconceied , misstate, therefore, denied. According to 
them the pay of the Ex-servicemen who joined the service 
should be on the basis of protection of pay last drawn in 
the armed forces, plus D.A. in the Bank whichever is higher. 
They have claimed that the pay of the workman was to be 
fixed in accordance with the Government guidelines and 
circulars issued from time to time . Since the Management 
has already done so, therefore, the claim made by the 
workmen is, therefore, not maintainable. 

In the rejoinder the workman has reiteated that his 
basic salary should have been protected at Rs. 1378 
whereas the Bank fixed it at Rs.900. Thus, the claim of the 
Management is wrong that they have fixed the salary of 
the workman rightly . He has claimed that his pay should 
have been fixed at Rs. i 400. The workman in his statement 
admitted the contents of affidavit W-l and documents 
W 2 toW5 besides Mark-A. When cross examined he 
admitted that the D.A and Basic pay is mentioned in 
document W 4 and the same is 1883. He admitted that at 
the time he joined the service he was paid Rs. 1890. He 
further admitted tha his basic pay at the time of joining 
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service with the Bank was Rs. 900 and the D.A. was 990, 
He denied that he received more emoluments than he was 
drawing in the Armed Forces. 

The witness of the Management, Sh. J. L. Sharma, 
also proved his affidavit and the documents M-2 and M-3. 
He admitted that at the time the workman joined his service 
his pay was as per W-4 Rs.I385 and the workman was 
accommodated in the Grade of900—2560 vide document 3. 
However he was allowed basic pay at the rate of Rs. 900 
He further admitted that LPC W-4 the workmen was getting 
Rs.75 as Class pay and good service pay at the Rate of 
48% p.a. He admitted that circular, W-2 was considered at 
the time of fixation of pay, of the workman and the total 
emoluments the. workman was drawing in the army was 
protected. However, his basic pay as he was drawing in 
the army, was not protected in isolation. Though it was 
done by adding the allowances. 

From the pleadings of the parties the dispute which 
has emerged out is whether the Management fixed the pay 
of the workman correctly on the day he joined service with 
them on 1st Dec., 1993 or not. The workman has made his 
clqim on the basis of circular No. PER/52 of 1987 dated 
18th May, 1987. Relevant para of circular reads as under:— 

Those who joined the service of the Bank on or after, 
1st July, 1983; 

The fixation of pay in the case of ex-servicemen who 
joined the service of the Bank on or after 1st July, 1983 
(date of 4th Settlement) should be made on the basis of 
protection of “Pay” drawn in the Armed Forces or at a 
stage where the New Basic Pay+D. A. corresponds to the 
basic Pay+D.A. drawn by them in the Armed forces, 
whichever is higher. Those persons who joined the service 
of the Bank on or after 1st July, 1983 but were given the 
fitment in the scale of pay under 3rd Bi-partite Settlement, 
they may be given re-fixation in the following manner :— 


Last pay 3rd Bi-partite 
drawn in Appointed in 
Army October, 1983 
pay Fixed in the 
Bank Cashe 
formula of 
Protection 
of pay 


4th B i-partite 4th Bi partite 
If fitted on On the basis 

the basis of of protection 

protection of of pay+DA 
pay 


There is no dispute that the workman had joined the 
service with the Management on 1st December, 1983, 
therefore, with regard to fixation of his pay, he was to be 
governed by the para referred to above. It is his claim that 
the Management was required to protect his pay in terms 
of the first part of this para i.e, he was to be given the basic 
salary at Rs. 1255 plus Class pay 75 plus good service pay 
at Rs. 48 and the sum total of which should come to 1,378. 
Thus his pay was to be protected at Rs. 1400+D.A. @Rs. 


505. He was, therefore, entitled to the salary at that amount 
right from 1st December, 1983, whereas the Management 
fixed his salary at the rate of 900+D.A. at the rate of Rs. 
990. He has also claimed that since by virtue of 4th Bi¬ 
partite settlement the D.A. was raised to which the workman 
also became to entitled and, therefore, he was entitled to 
the salary @ Rs. 2390 per month. The Management has 
opposed his claim and submitted that the interpretation 
of the rule given by the workman is not correct. According 
to them the objective of the circular relied upon by the 
workman was to ensure that the ex-servicemen, at the 
time of employment in the public sector bank, does not 
get the amount lesser that what he was drawing while in 
defence service. They have contended that as per his 
own saying the workman was getting salary at the rate of 
Rs. 1883 per month as per exhibit M-3 and the 
Management fixed his salary at higher amount than he 
was getting i.e. at the rate of Rs. 1890. The workman has 
contested this claim saying that the Management has 
failed to protect his pay by fixing his pay at the rate of Rs. 
900 whereas he was getting the basic salary at the rate of 
1,378 on the day he retired from the army service. In reply 
to this the Management has relied upon the authority of 
theHon’ble Supreme Court reported as2003 LAB. I.C.2622. 

I have gone through authority referred by the 
Management and find that the arguments made by the 
Management is supported by the said authority. Their 
Lordship have held in the judgement that when a question 
of pay protection comes, the basic feature is that the fitment 
of fixation of pay in a particular scale must be such as to 
ensure that the total emoluments have not been reduced. 
They further held that in terms of letter dated 28th January, 
1983, issued by Ministry of Finance, Department of 
Economic Affairs, Banking Division, Government of India 
the purposes of letter was to give protection to the salary 
drawn by the ex-servicemen in the anned forces before 
going to the services of the Management. The protection 
was to be given to total emoluments i.e. Pay+D. A. (Instead 
of only pay ) last drawn by the ex-servicemen before their 
retirement from the armed services. In the letter so referred 
the Ministry desired that protection was to be given to 
total emoluments and not only to the pay only. The stress 
on the document of the concerned Ministry was on 
protection of total emoluments received by the concerned 
employees in the armed service. It was only that the total 
emoluments do not fall below to what was being received 
by him as pay+D. A. in the armed forces. The judgement 
relied upon by the Management is the answer to the claim 
made by workman . Since the salary of the workman was 
fixed, on the day he joined service with them on 
1st December, 1983, at the rate of 1890, his salary which he : 
was drawing at the time of retirement was well protected 
and cannot be said to be less than what was he getting as 
he was drawing Rs. 1883 as his salary at that time. 
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The workman has further contended that the 
Management has already fixed the salary of Messrs. Roshan 
Lai, Y. S. Rana and $. S. Katoch, who also retired from 
armed services and were given protection of the pay and 
their salary was not protected as total emoluments, rather 
their basic pay was protected they were drawing in the 
armed forces and for that purpose it was not their total 
emoluments rather their pay was separately protected and 
they were allowed to draw other allowances as were 
admissible to them on their protected pay. He has placed 
on record a statement showing the salary paid to him and 
the person named by him. He has alleged that there is the 
discrimination perpetuated by the Management in this 
regard, therefore his emoluments may be fixed in the manner 
those are fixed in the case of three employees who have 
also joined service with the Management in the same manner 
as the workman joined. In this regard I find that this claim 
of the workman is afterthought as he did not take this plea 
in the Claim Statement. Therefore, the Management had 
chance to rebut this claim in their Written Statement. The 
other occasion of the workman to have highlighted this 
tact was either to have produced the evidence to support 
his claim or could put this situation to the witness of the 
Management who was in his hand at the time of making the 
statement. Not a single question was put to the witness, 
Mr. J. L. Shartna, when he was in the witness box nor I find 
any record to support this claim of the workman. Therefore 
this plea of the workman cannot be Considered even 
otherwise in view ofthe judgement ofthe Hon’ble Supreme 
Court which is law of land, this claim ofthe workman cannot 
be allowed on even if the Management may be doing 
mistake be paying the salary to those persons named, in 
the manner stated by the workman. 

In view of the discussion made above that the 
workman is not entitled to any relief. The award is passed 
against him holding that he is not entitled to any relief and 
that the Management was justified in not accepting the 
demand of the SBOP Staff Union, Solan, with regard to the 
fixation ofpay ofthe workman. Let a copy of this award be 
sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M Iroft, 30 3PPRT, 2007 
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New Delhi, the 30th August, 2007 

S.O. 2842. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 323/ 
2k5) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, 
Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in the.Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 30-08-2007. 

[No. L-12012/36/1991-IR(B-I)] 
A JAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAUCUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer : Shri Kuidip Singh 

Case I.D. No.: 323/2kS 

Registered on : 12-08-2005 

Date of Decision : 4-07-2007 

Mahavir Prasad General Servant as Represented by 
State Bank of India, Staff Congress, 3 135/22-D, 

Chandigarh 

.. .Petitioner 

Versus 

General Manager(P), State Bank oflndia. Local Head 
Office, Sector-17, Chandigarh 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. Raj Kaushik, AR 

For the Management : Mr. D. V. Mehta, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Government oflndia, Ministry of Labour, vide 
their Order No. L-12012/36/91-1R (B-3) dated 18th/19th 
June, 1991, referred the following dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of General Manager (P) State 
Bank of India, L.H.O. Sector 17, Chandigarh, in 
terminating the services of Shri Mahavir Prasad, 
engaged by the Bank w.c.f. 17th May, 1985 is legally 
valid and justified? If not to what relief the workman 
is entitled to and from which date?” 

The reference was entered in the concerned register 
and the notices were issued to the parties who appeared 
through their counsel and fled their pleadings in the .shape 
ofClaim Statement, Written Statement, Reply to the Written 
Statement, al f] davit of the workman, a 111 davit of Shri Munni 
Lai Agarwal, Deputy Manager, witness o; the 
Management. The parties have also placed on record photo 
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copies of a number of documents. The workman, through 
his counsel, made an application for a direction to the 
Management to produce the record as detailed therein. 
The Management disputed the relevancy of the application. 
They also claimed by subsequent application, that the 
record summoned stand destroyed and supported their 
claim with a certificate issued by the Deputy Genera! 
Manager. The Management also refused to admit or deny 
contents of the copies of the documents, the photo copies 
of which were placed on record by the workman, stating 
that the same cannot be done in the absence of the original 
record. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the counsel for the parties. 

By this reference, the Government of India has 
desired to know whether the action of General Manager (p) 
State Bank of India, L.H.O. sector 17, Chandigarh in 
tenninating the services of Shri Mahavir Prasad, engaged 
by the Bank w.e.f. 17th May, 1985 is legally valid and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to 
and from which date? The claim of the workman is that his 
termination from service was bad in law and has prayed for 
declaring the same so and for quashing the same. . 
According to him, he was appointed by the Management 
as general servant to work at the residence of the C.G.M., 
Guest House at 66, sector 9-A, Chandigarh and 139, sector 
19-A, Chandigarh. He also claimed to have worked in the 
office under the Liaison Officer w.e.f. April, 1984 to 17th of 
May, 1985 continuously and was paid wages @ rupees 10/ 

- per day although as general servant he was entitled to the 
scale of pay applicable to subordinate staff. He was also 
not allowed weekly off. National and gazetted holidays. 
The workman served the Management for more than 240 
days during the twelve months preceding the date of 
termination of his services, but the Management neither 
gave any notice of trermination to the workman nor paid 
him the wages for the notice period. They engaged fresh 
hands as general servant including one Abbey Chander 
who was later on permanently absorbed in the department 
in 1989. The Management therefore, violated the provisions 
of Industrial Dispute Act 1947, hereinafter to be referred to 
as ‘ACT’ and rules. 

The Management has opposed the claim of the 
workman. It is stated by them that the workman was never 
engaged as General Servant to work at the redsidence of 
CGM, in the Guest House or in Office Manager’s 
Department. He was rather engaged on different occasions 
during the period 13th May, 1984 to 17th May, 1985 for 
doing petty odd jobs such as cleaning of chairs, during 
official parties/functions, dusting the furniture etc. The 
job for which he was engaged was not of regular nature. 
He was however, paid wages as agreed to between the 
parties. Since the workman was not appointed as an 
employee of the Bank, therefore, the question of termination 
of his services never arose. Since he was a casual labourer, 
therefore , no notice was required to be given to him before 
disengaging him. The recruitment in the Management w-as 
governed by eligibility criteria and norms. Since the 


workman used to work for 2/3 hours a day for which he was 
paid agreed amount of wages, therefore, the Management 
did not violate the provisions of the Act or rules. They 
also did not violate the principles of Natural justice. They 
have prayed for dismissal of the claim of the workman being 
devoid of any merit. 

Stated in brief the claim of the workman is that he 
was appointed as General servant by the Management for 
working at the residence of the CGM, in the guest house 
and in the Office of Manager Department. He has failed to 
produce the order by which he was appointed. He has also 
failed to produce any other evidence which could show 
that the workman was appointed as General servant as is 
claimed. By his own pleadings he admitted that he was not 
given the grade of General servant and was paid rupees 
10/- per day as wages. He claimed, in his statement made 
before this tribunal that he was paid wages by cheques. He 
has however, not produced any evidence to show that he 
had ever received his wages by cheques. His claim that he 
had continuously worked for the management from April, 
1984 to 17th of May, 1985 has been contested by the 
Management. According to them the workman was 
engaged on different occasions for doing petty odd jobs 
such as cleaning of furniture during the parties and 
functions in the Bank guest house for two three hours 
during the period 13th May, 1984 to 17th May, 1985. 
Shri Desh Bandu Chief Manager who appeared as witness 
for the Management admitted that the workman was 
engaged as casual labour who worked in the Bank guest 
house for CJM and he was paid labour charges for three 
months. He further admitted that the Liaison Officer was 
engaging him earlier and was submitting biils of labour 
charges. 

On record I find a photo copy of statement showing 
the payments made to one B.S. Anand Liaison Officer and 
others. The detail of payments made include for working in 
house No. 139/19-A, for different periods and at different 
rates. The labour charges were paid at times for full month 
at the rate rupees 10/- per day. This statement, however, 
does not show that the payments made and detailed in this 
statement pertained to the engagement of the workman as 
these nowhere make reference about him by name. There 
are however, photo copies of some receipts issued by one 
Mahavir Prasad for different amount for having worked in 
the kothi of CGM during Oct, November, 1984 and January, 
1985. There arc also two other receipts for an amount of 
rupees 3 10/- each which do not contain the detail of month 
to which these relate to. These receipt at the best show 
that one Mahavir Prasad had performed the duty at the 
residence of CGM of the Management during that period 
on wages at the rate of rupees 10/- per day. Except this 
there is no evidence to show that the workman had served 
the Management continuously for 240 days twelve months 
preceding the date of termination of his services by the 
Management. The evidence rather is to the effect that the 
workman had worked as casual labourer during different 
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periods on wages @ 10/- per day. The workman has, 
therefore, failed to show that he had served the Management 
continuously for 240 during twelve months preceding the 
date of his dis-engagement. The evidence brought on record 
rather shows that the workman was engaged by the 
Management for doing certain manual jobs on payment of 
rupees 10/- per day for certain period and that he was not 
engaged after 17th of May, 1985. He has thus failed to 
show that he had worked continuously for the 
Management for 240 days twelve months preceding the 
date of termination of his services on 17th May, 1985. He is 
therefore, not entitled to the protection under section 25-F 
of the Act. 

In view of the discussion made above the reference 
in hand is answered against the workman holding that he 
is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award sent to 
the appropriate Government for necessary action and the 
file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
30 3FTM, 2007 

W.37T. 2843. -fw 1947 (1947 
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3T3*fa 3 fafe 3Traffilqf7 fERK if TOR sMfw 

srfftWT, (wf WTT 1226/2k5) TH WffWT 

t, TTTT'R cRf 30-08-2007 3RRT ^37T 8JT I 

[77. xr^f-41012/49/2005-37lf5gK(^~I)] 
TO Tgm, tTW 37teT7t 

New Delhi, the 30th August, 2007 

S.O. 2843. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1226/ 
2k5) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, 
Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Northern Railway 
Jammu and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 30-08-2007. 

[No. L-41012/49/2005-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT !I, CHANDIGARH 
Presiding Officer : Shri Kuldip Singh 
CascLD. No.: 1226/2k5 
Registered on : 19-12-2005 
Date of Dec ision : 30-5-2007 

Gopal Prasad through Shri Ashok Kumar Basotra, 
Advocate, H igh Court of J&K, 130/3, Shastri Nagar, Jammu. 

Petitioner 
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Versus 

1. Messrs. Continental Construction Company, 
Continental House, 28, Nehru Place, New Delhi. 

2. The Deputy Chief Engineer, Jammu Udhampur Rail 
Project, Northern Railway, Jammu.- 

Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Mr. Ashok Kumar Basotra, 

Advocate 

For the Management Mr. S.K. Shukla, Advocate 

for R-l. 

Mr. Hari Hartar Singh, 
Advocate for R-2. 

AWARD 

The parties are present through their counsel. It is 
stated by them that the parties have reached to compromise 
and the workman has agreed to accept rupees 1.5 lacs (one 
lacs fifty thousands only) as the full and final settlement of 
his all claims against respondent No. 1 and its officers as 
named in the statement of claim, therefore, the reference be 
answered accordingly. Statement of counsel for the 
workman has been recorded and he has admitted that the 
workman has accepted rupees 1.5 lacs as the full and final 
settlement of his all claims against respondent No. 1. The 
workman has already admitted in this statement, recorded 
in this Tribunal that he has no claim to make against 
respondent No. 2 Shri S.S. Sinha, Deputy Manager (admn) 
of respondent, who is duly authorized Special Power of 
Attorney of the Management and who has been appointed 
by the Receiver of the Management, has made the statement 
that the Management offers rupees 1.5 lacs (One lacs fifty 
thousand only) to the workman as the full and final 
settlement of his Claim against the Management. Thus the 
parties have settled their dispute amicably with the 
intervention of the Tribunal. The workman is therefore, 
held to be entitled to rupees 1.5 lacs as the full and final 
settlement of his claims against the Management. Therefore, 
it is held that the workman is entitled to rupees one lac fifty 
thousands as the full and final settlement of his all claims 
against the Management. 

It is stated that respondent No. 2 has withheld an 
amount of rupees more than eight lac of respondent No. t 
on the direction of the ALC (e) Jammu. The prayer of the 
workman is that the amount now found and be paid to him. 
Both the counsel for the respondents have shown no 
objection to it. Rather the prayer of respondent No. 1 is 
that after deducting the amount now offered to the workman 
as full and final settlement of his claims against the 
Management and the balance amount be ordered to be 
released in their favour. In view of this it is directed to 
respondent No. 2 to deposit an amount of rupees 1.5 lac in 
this Tribunal on 27-6-2007, out of the amount they have 
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retained from the payments of the respondent No. 1 Since 
the reference has been finally disposed off, therefore, 
respondent No. 2 is further directed to release the balance 
amount of respondent No. I in their favour unless 
respondent No. 1 is otherwise liable to discharge some 
other liability towards respondent No. 2. 

In view of the discussion made above the reference 
is answered in the terms that in view of compromise arrived 
at between the parties the workman is not entitled to any 
other relief against the Management. Let a copy of the 
award be sent to appropriate Government for necessary 
action besides to the parties for compliance. The file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
30 3TW, 2007 

^T.3ir. 2844,—1947 (1947 
14) ^ VTO 

Piql^cbT 3fft ^ 

^ (7K47TtsqT449/2k5) 

t, ^ ch^V-j 7F7EK ^pfr 30-08-2007 ^ 3TRT j|3TT | 

[^. ^-I2012/232/l997-3Ff.3TR(^t-I)] 
3NET ^TR, 

New Delhi, the 30th August, 2007 

S.O. 2844.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 449/ 
2k5) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, 
Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 30-08-2007. 


[No. L-12012/232/1997-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 


CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM- 
LABOUR COURT-U, CHANDIGARH 
Presiding Officer : Shri Kuldip Singh 
Case I.D. No. : 449/2k5 
Registered on : 19-08-2005 
Date of Decision : 7-07-2007 
Pawan Singh S/o. Shri Chajju Ram, 

Village and Post Keorak, 

Tehsiland District-Kaitha! 


Versus 


...Petitioner 


The Regional Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Sector-17, Chand igarh 

...Respondent 


APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Mr. V.B. Aggarwal, 

Advocate 

For the Management Mr. V. K. Sharma, AR 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, vide 
their order No. L-12012/232/97-IR (B-1) dated 20th May, 
1998 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this 
Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the Management of State 
Bank of India in terminating the services of Shri 
Pawan Singh is legal and justified? If not, to what 
relief Shri Pawan Singh is entitled?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
to appear. The workman was represented by an advocate 
whereas Mr. Kohli, Law Officer appeared as representative 
of the Management. The workman filed his Claim Statement, 
to which the Management filled the reply. The workman 
supported his claim with his own affidavit whereas the 
Management filed the affidavit of their Deputy Manager, 
D.S. Rastogi. Both the workman as well as the witness of 
the Management D.S. Rastogi appeared as a witness. 

The claim of the workman is that he was appointed 
as guard on temporary basis with the bank on 2nd Sep., 
1992 and he served them upto January, 1994 when his 
services were terminated orally without any notice, charge 
sheet or inquiry. He was also not paid retrenchment 
compensation and wages for the notice period although 
he had served the Management for 240 days continuously 
within 12 months before the date of termination of his 
services. The Management thus violated the provisions of 
I.D. Act, for short “Act”, and the principles of natural 
justice. He prayed for declaring the termination of his 
services as bad in law and for consequential benefits and 
back wages. The Management has opposed the claim of 
the workman stating that the workman had not served the 
Management for 240 days in twelve months preceding the 
date of his termination, as is claimed by him. He did not fall 
in the category of workman, so is not entitled to the 
protection of Section 25-F of the Act. On merit it is their 
submission that the workman was engaged intermittently, 
as temporary guard in the Kaithal branch, where he served 
for 52 days from Dec., 1992 to March 1993 and at Kalai 
Kaithal Branch, for 191 days during the period April, 1993 
to January, 1994, as and when required basis. Giving the 
details of the working days, on which the workman had 
served the Management, it is further submitted by them 
there was no requirement of issuance of notice to the 
workman and holding of the inquiry against him since he 
did not fall within protection of Section 25-F of the Act. 
Claiming that the law laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court in the case of American Express reported as AIR 
1986 Supreme Court 458, it is submitted by them that since 
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the workman was a temporary/Badli Guard, therefore, he 
could not be paid for intervening Sundays and Holidays. 
They have prayed for dismissing the claim of the workman. 

The workman appeared as a witness and proved his 
affidavit exhibit W-I. In his cross examination he admitted 
that he had not applied for the job in the Management 
Bank and was engaged as daily wager. However he was 
not given any appointment or termination of service letters 
by the Management. He admitted to have served the Kaithal 
Branch of the Management for 52 days and for 191 days in 
the Talai Branch. But claimed that on three occasions he 
had performed double duty. He further claimed that he had 
performed double duty atleast 15 times but he had not 
paid wages for that. He specifically claimed that Sh. A.L. 
Dhingra the Branch Manager of the Branch had assured 
him that he will be called for duty as and when the vacancy 
would arise, Sh. Dinesh Rastogi, who appeared as a witness 
for the Management proved his affidavit M-1 and admitted 
that the workman had served in the Kaithal Branch in 
January, 199_> for 42 days and Talai Branch from April to 
Dec., 1993 for 178 days. He further admitted that the 
workman had served in January 1994, for 13 days; and that 
the workman had performed double duty which was 
included in 31 days, He showed lack of knowledge that the 
workman had served double duty in Dec., 1993. He 
however, admitted that he was not paid compensation in 
terms of Section 25-F of the Act. 

From the pleading of the party the facts which emerge 
out ate that the wotkman had served the Management from 
January, 1993 to 1994. There is however dispute about the 
total number of days the workman served with the 
Management. As per the workman, he had served the 
Management from Dec., 1992 to March 1993 for 52 days 
and for 191 days from April , 1993 to January, 1994. He 
further claimed to have to perform double duty in Talai 
Branch. He further claimed to have performed double duty 
for 15 times but admitted in the same breath that the 
Management had not recorded his double duty nor had 
paid him the wages for that. He also could not give the 
dates on which he had performed double duty and was 
occasion for performing double duty. The Management 
has, however, denied the claim of the workman and have 
given the detail of the working days in their Written 
Statement on which the workman had served the 
Management. Since there is no dispute that the termination 
of the services ol the workman had been done in January, 
1994. Therefore, so as to find out the number of days he 
served for the Management, the calculation has to be made 
from Feb., !99 j to January, 1994. The Management has 
given the detail of the working days during which period 
the workman served them, as 214 days whereas the 
workman has not given the details of the number of days, 
he served the Management from Feb., 1993 to January, 
1994. He has also produced no evidence to show that he 
was paid wages for Sundays as well as National Holidays 


during the intervening period. He has, however, claimed 
benefit ot Sundays and Holidays, on the strength of the 
judgement of Hon’ble Supreme court in the case of workmen 
of Express International Banking Corporation Vs. American 
Express reported as AIR 1996 SC 458. In that judgement 
the Hon’bel Supreme court held as under:_ 

“The qualification for relief under Section 25-F is 
that he should be a workman employed in an industry 
and has been in continuous service for not less than 
one year under an employer. What is continuous 
service has been defined and explained in Section- 
25-B of the Act. In view of Sub-s. (2) of Section 25-B 
the workman shall be deemed to be in continuous 
service if he has actually worked under the employer” 
for particular period. The expression “actually worked 
under the employer” cannot mean those days only 
when the workman worked with hammer, sickle or 
pen but must necessarily comprehend all those days 
during which he was in the employment of the 
employer and for which he had been paid wages 
either under express or implied contract of service or 
by compulsion of statute, standing orders etc. Thus 
Sundays and other paid holidays should be taken 
into account for the purpose of reckoning the total 
number of days on which the workman could be said 
to have actually worked.” 

As stated earlier the workman has not produced any 
evidence nor could elicit from the cross examination of the 
witness of the Management that he was paid wages for all 
Sundays and Holidays intervening in the period of his 
engagement by the Management. Thus by any calculation 
it cannot be said that the workman had performed duty for 
the Management for 240 days in 12 months preceding the 
date of termination of services, therefore, he cannot claim 
protection under Section 25-F of the Act even when the 
Management has admitted that neither any notice was 
issued to him nor wages for the notice period and 
retrenchment compensation was paid to the workman. For 
what has been said above the workman is not entitled to 
any relief. Therefore, the reference is answered against 
him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
Government for necessary action and the file be consigned 
to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
30 3FT79, 2007 

^T.3TT. 2845.—afWirhcfr fc(4l4 3Tf9fH4H, (947 (1947 

^ ! 4) 9T7T 17 ^ 737997 977 ^: 
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-Jlqisidl (7 f4777s9T 13/2004) 4 

f, 4 7379777 971 30-08-2007 99 9T9T 773TT 91 | 
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w eptR, 




8386 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/ASVINA 7,1929 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 30th August, 2007 

S.O. 2845.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 13/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, 
Guwahati as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of N.F. Railway and 
their workman, received by the Central Government on 
30-08-2007. 

[No. L-41012/212/2002-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVT, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, GUWAHATI, 
ASSAM 

PRESENT 

Shri H, A. Hazarika, Presiding Officer, 

CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Guwahati. 

Ref. Case No. 13 of 2004 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute between :— 

The Management of N.F. Railway, Guwahati. 

-Vrs- 

Their workmen Sri Sukdev Das represented by General 
Secretary, Rail Mazdur Union N.F. Railway, Rest Camp, 
Pandu. 

APPERANCES 

For the Workman : Mr, L.P. Sarma, Advocate 

Smt. R. Bhattacharjee, 
Advocate. 

For the Management : Mr. K. C. Sarma, RJy. 

Advocate. 

Date of Award : 21-08-07 

AWARD 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, vide its order No. L-41012/8/2005-1R(B-I) referred 
this Industrial Dispute arose between the employers in 
relation to the Management of the General Manager (P), N. 
F. Railway, Lumding and their Workman, Sri Chitta Ranjan 
Rishi to adjudicate and to pass an award on the strength of 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub-Section (1) and 
Sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) on the basis of the following 
Schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of N.F. 
Railway, Maligaon, Guwahati in dismissing the 
service of Shri Sukdeb Das, Ex. Khalashi and also 
denying Shri Das to resume duties is justified? If 
not, what relief Shri Das, Ex. Khalashi is entitled to?” 

2. The Case record received on transfer from the 
Learned Industrial Tribunal, Guwahati on 06-12-04 and on 


being appeared by both the parties the proceeding is 
proceeded here for disposal being Numbered 13/2004 as 
per procedure. 

3. The case of the workman Sri Sukdeb Das in brief 
from narration of his W.S. is that he was appointed as 
Khalashi in District Signal Telecommunication Engineer 
by the N. F. Railway, Rangia and as such he joined in his 
service on 2-11-1982. That in the last part of 1985 he was 
transferred to Maligaon then in 1995 he was transferred 
to Silchar where he fell sick and hospitalized at N.F. 
Railway, Silchar Hospital wherefrom he was referred to 
NFR, Central Hospital at Maligaon. After recovery from 
his illness while the workman reported for duty at Silchar 
he was told by the DSTE to report for his duty at Maligaon 
Railway Head Quarter without giving any formal order to 
enable him to report at Maligaon Railway Headquarter. 
He came from Silchar thrice in order to report for his duty 
at Maligaon but he was not allowed to join in his duty. 
Once he was fell down while he was working at Rangia 
from Signal Post and treated by the Guwahati Medical 
College Hospital for which he had to remain absent from 
duty for few days. Though he was attended regularly at 
Silchar he was not allowed to work and received a 
Memorandum on 15-12-1992 by which statement of 
imputation and misconduct or misbehavior and the article 
of charges were forwarded alleging that the workman has 
been absconding from duties since 10-11-1987 without 
any authority. The authority also issued a letter No. N/ 
97/17/CON/SCL dated 7-7-1989 for report to his duty within 
7 days from the date of receipt of said letter. The charges 
were forwarded to him as per para 3 of the Railway Services 
(Conduct) Rules 1966. He never received the above Letter 
No. N/97/17/CON/SCL dated 7-7-1989. Then he was 
intimated by letter from DSTE/CON/Maligaon that Sri A.K, 
Saha, ASTE/CON/Maligaon has been appointed as 
Enquiry Officer to conduct the enquiry into the charges 
levelled against him. Though the workman duly present 
in the enquiry but none questioned him nor he was given 
any opportunity to cross examine any of the witness that 
may be examined by the enquiry officer. No witness of 
the prosecution were examined in his presence and no 
opportunity to. cross examine is given in gross violation 
of the principle of natural justice. That no report and 
findings of the enquiry officer, furnished to him nor he 
was given any reasonable opportunity to explain on the 
allegedly conducted by the enquiry officer and as such, 
the enquiry was not valid. Though he requested to furnish 
copies of documents such as: 

1. Copies of the documents which have relevant to 
the issues under enquiry, more particularly, the 
alleged report of immediate superior regarding 
continuous absenee'from duties of the worker; 

2. DSTE/CON/SCL letter No. N/97/17 /CON/SCL 
dated 7-7-1989. 

3. Acknowledge receipt of the letter mentioned at 
serial 2 above and further relevant records. 
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4. That the workman has not yet received any order 
of termination from service and/or affecting the service 
condition by the Management of N.F. Railway. He raised 
the matter before the competent authority though his Union 
wherefrom appropriate Government referred the matter for 
adjudication. That the workman is not out of employment 
and the Management of N.F. Railway are not allowed to 
resume his duty and he prayed to pass an award to hold 
that the action of the NF Railway Administation in dis¬ 
missing him from the duties is not at all justified and he is 
entitled for reinstatement in service with back wages and 
consequent benefits there of. 

5. The case of the Management N.F. Railway in brief 

is that this proceeding is not maintainable in present form 
in law as well as in fact and is liable to dismiss. That Sri 
Sukdeb Das, S/o Sri D. Das the workman was initially en¬ 
gaged as Casual Khalasi with effect from 2-11-82 and he 
has been awarded temporary status w.e.f. 1.1.84. That the 
workman was referred by ADMO/Silchar on 3-8-87 for treat¬ 
ment as Out Door patient in ENT clinic of CHS/N.F. Rail¬ 
way, Maligaon vide CHS/MLG’s letter No.H/184/3 dated 
14-8-87. There is no record that the workman fell down 
while working at Rangia at Signal Post. But he submitted a 
discharged certificate issued by Gauhati Medical College 
Hospital vide No. Nil. dated 7-9-92 issued on dated 7-9-92. 
is for a period of one month from 24-8-86 to 23-9-86 wherein 
mentioned that he was patient due to vehicular accident. 
The N.F Railway, Silchar informed ASTE/Con/Silchar that 
the workman Sukdeb Das remain absent unauthorised^ 
and also remain absent absconding himself. On the basis 
of this information the workman Sukdeb Das was warned 
vide Letter No.N/97/17/Con/S CL dated 7-7-89 that if he 
fails to attend his duty within thirty days his name will be 
struck off from the muster roll. Though the workman de¬ 
nied having receipt of the letter yet record revealed that 
the workman after receiving the workman had appealed to 
DSTE/Con/Silchar that he requires rest for another 15 days 
as per advise of the Doctor and he would join at the earli¬ 
est. But he never appeared before the authority for report 
and joining. That the conciliation proceeding fails at the 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central) Guwahati. That 
the claim of the Petitioner workman is false and frivolous 
and is 

noting but gross misuse of law and as such it is liable to be 
dismissed with no award. 

6. Heard the argument submitted by learned Advo¬ 
cate Mr. K.C. Sarma for the Management and Mr. L. P. 
Sarma, Advocate for the Union/workman. Perused the evi¬ 
dence submitted on Affidavit by the workman Sri Sukdeb 
Das. He is cross examined by the learned Advocate 
Mr. K.C. Sarma for the Management. The Management 
examined Sri Arup Kr. Sin ha, Assistant Personnel Officer, 
Construction, who is also cross-examined by the learned 
Advocate for the workman, Sri L.P. Sarma. Perused the 
following exhibited documents. 
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Exhibited documents of the Management. 

(i) Ext. A.Notice of absconding from duties 

(ii) ExtB.Reply of the Workman. 

(iii) Ext. C. Notice of termination of service 

of Sri Sukdeb Das, Khalasi. 

(iv) Ext. D.Prayer of the workman for 

resumption to duty. 

Exhibited documents of the Workman. 


CO 

Ext. 1. 

.Memorandum dated 15-12-92. 

(ii) 

Ext 2. 

.Statement of imputation of misconduct 


or misbehavior etc. 

(iii) 

Ext.3. 

..Article of Charges, 

(iv) 

Ext. 4. 

... List of documents. 

(v) 

Ext. 5. 

.... Letter dated 6-1-93 

(vi) 

Ext.6. 

.... Letter dated 8-1-93. 

(vii) 

Ext. 7 & 8.. 


(viii) 

Ext. 9. 

.Schedule Caste Certificate. 

(ix) 

Ext. 10. 



scriptions etc. 


7. The workman deposed that he joined in the ser¬ 
vice of N.F. Railway on 2-11-1982 and was posted under 
the District Signal Telecommunication Engineer (BG) at 
Rangia. He was transferred to Maligaon under the Chief 
Signal Telecommunication Engineer (CSTE), N.F.Railway, 
Maligaon. That he was transferred in the year 1985 from 
Maligaon to Silchar as Khalasi under the CSTE (Con). As 
he was suffering from illness he was treated by the Silchar 
Railway Hospital wherefrom he was referred to the Centra! 
Hospital, N.F. Railway, Maligaon and was indoor patient 
for 20 days in Centra! Hospital, N.F. Railway, Maligaon. 
After recovery of illness while he reported at duty at Silchar, 
the DSTE, Silchar asked him to report at Maligaon Railway 
Headquarter. While he came back to Maligaon and reported 
for join he was not allowed to join at Maligaon. Then he 
returned back to Silchar and regularly attending the office 
to Silchar but he was not allowed to work and did not pay 
his wages. On 15-12-92 he was received a statement of 
misconduct with an article of charges that he was abscond¬ 
ing from duties since 10-11-87 without authority. But he 
has not received the letter issued by DSTE/Con/Silchar 
vide No.N/97/17/Con/SCL dated 7-7-89. Ext. 1 is the Memo¬ 
randum dated 15-12-92, Ext.2 is the statement ofmiseom 
duct. Ext.3 is the article of charges, Ext.4 is the list of docu¬ 
ments. But no list of witness were furnished to him along 
with the Memorandum. That vide letter No.N/PC/CON/ 
MLG/299-284 dated 8-1-93 received from DSTE/CON/ 
Maligaon, whereby Sri A.K.Saha,. ASTE/CON/Maligaon 
has been appointed as an Enquiry Officer to conduct the 
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enquiry into the charges leveled against him. That he was 
not received the termination order but at the same time he 
was not allowed to work and ultimately moved the concili¬ 
ation authority which was failed. In cross examination he 
said he worked three years at Rangia and received monthly 
salary @ Rs.2200 ( Rupees two thousand two hundred) per 
month. He was hospitalized for 2/3 months. Then again he 
fallen sick and transferred to Maligaon to join but no trans¬ 
fer order was given to him. 

8. The Management witness Sri Arup Kr. Sinha 
deposed that workman was initially engaged as Casual 
Khalasi on 2-11-82 then after working 120 days he was 
awarded with tgtgporary status with effect from 1-1-84 as 
casual Khalasi! Wat the workman was habit of remaining 
absent for which he was communicated a letter Ext. A and 
he was also warned vide Ext.B and intimated to join within 
30 days otherwise his name will be struck off from the 
master roil. The workman prayed for 15 days rest on medi¬ 
cal ground. After that he did not turn to his duty and ulti¬ 
mately he was terminated on 14-9-89 vide Ext.C and after 
that he never resumed his duty and appealed to the com¬ 
petent authority. After lapse of 5 years he submitted a 
representation dated 15-12-92 with medical certificate. Then 
departmental proceeding was initiated against the work¬ 
man and workman was notified in the enquiry committee 
submitted his defence and ultimately he was dismissed 
from service. After lapse of 8 years on 10-7-02 he preferred 
an appeal before the competent authority. In cross exami¬ 
nation he deposed that he does not know who is the ap¬ 
pointing authority of the concerned workman Sukdeb Das. 
Before issuing of termination letter dated 14-9-89 no charge 
sheet, no enquiry, no opportunity was given to the work¬ 
man Sri Sukdeb Das. He can not say whether Ext. C was 
received by the workman or not but there is an 
acknowledgement receipt dated 17-2-93. On Ext.B no ac¬ 
tion was taken. Ext. C is an office Note and not an oi der and 
copy of which was not communicated to the workman. He 
has got no knowledge about the office of the Dy. Chief 
Signal Telecommunication Engineer from 1992 to 2003 as 
he was joined in the office only in the year 2004. He was 
not present at the time of preparation of Ext. A, Ext. B, Ext. 
C and Ext. D and he was also not present at the time of 
enquiry. He does not know if the concerned workman was 
given any opportunity to defend his case during enquiry. 
After terminating the workman the enquiry was conducted. 

9. Perused the following Case Laws submitted by 
the workman. 

i. (1991)1 SCC588. 

ii. AIR 1966 SC 951. 

iii. (1996) 3 SCC 364. 

10. On careful scrutiny of the record I find the Man¬ 
agement has only submitted ExtA, Ext.B, Ext.C and Ext.D. It 
is the burden of the Management to submit the record of 


proceeding conducted by the Management. Further 1 also 
find the enquiry as claimed by the management was 
conducted by Mr. A.K. Saha but Mr. A.K.Saha or Present¬ 
ing Officer for the management were not examined by the 
Management. It is admittedly the workman was suffering 
from illness at Silchar. He was also treated for accident. He 
admittedly submitted for extension for his leave but nei¬ 
ther he was allowed leave nor his petition was rejected. 

11. The Management ought to have been examined 
Sri A.K.Saha who was the Enquiry Officer as he was well 
acquainted with the matter but he is not examined. The 
witness Sri Arup Kr. Sinha examined by the Management 
admittedly was not present at the time of enquiry held in 
1992. He has got no knowledge about the working of the 
office of the Dy. Signal Telecommunication Engineer from 
1992 to 2003 as he joined with the Office only in 2004. So 
admittedly he does not know the signatures of Exts. A, B, 

C & D, as he was not present at the time of preparation of 
Exts. A to Ext. D. Fie does not know if the concerned work¬ 
man was given an opportunity to defend his case at the 
time of enquiry. The Management must prove by docu¬ 
ments that workman was allowed to defend his case but 
no such documents were given by the Management as 
regards opportunity to defend his case. 

12. It is pertinent to note here that admittedly, as I 
find, in the cross-examination part ofthe Management wit¬ 
ness that after writing the Office Note, Ext.C on 14-9- 89 the 
enquiry was held in 1992. After termination ofthe workman 
the enquiry' was conducted. The termination must not be 
before the enquiry. Moreover, it is very much important to 
note here that the workman prayed vide Ext.B for 15 days 
rest but surprise to note here that the Management did not 
take action on the said letter submitted by the Workman 
Sukdeb Das. It is deposed by the management witness 
that the workman preferred an appeal after lapse of 8 years 
and as such, the same was time barred but the Manage¬ 
ment has not proved any appeal petition preferred by the 
Workman . So I can not hold that the workman preferred 
appeal which was time hatred. 

13. It is very much important to note here that the 
workman is a Master Roll employee and he was hospital¬ 
ized, as such Management ought to have been looked into 
the prayer of the workman ( Sukdeb Das). 1 he mannei in 
which the workman is terminated is not proper. 

t4. Under the above facts and circumstances I find 
the Management is not justified in terminating the work¬ 
man from his job. Hence, I find the action of the Manage¬ 
ment is not justified as he ought to have been allowed to 
resume his duty at Silchar. I also find as the Workman is 
Master Roll employee he is not entitled to have back wages 
without performing his duties. As his last place of Posting 
is at Silchar the Management is to allow him to resume his 
duty at Silchar and he will be entitled to get pay from the 
date of his joining after passing of this award. 
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15. Accordingly prepare the award and send it to the 
Government as per procedure. 

H.A. HAZAR1KA, Presiding Officer 
^ftRrft,30 r, 2007 

^T. 3 tr. 2846 .—MVw srfaftm, 1947 (1947 

14) RKT 17 ^ 

fwr fcrfafe ^ 

"fr" sfhdtfw f^K ^^4' R<4>R 

sMftFF ajfoiwsRT ^Fnm, t-11, if feft ^ w 

(^4 TRS4T 8/2005) ^ y^iP^id TR?ft f^ RT^TT 
^ 30-09-2007 ^ stll 

[R. •Q^-40012/13l/2004-3TTf.3m.(^)] 

^3; fw, t&z arffrartt 

New Delhi, the 30th August, 2007 

S.O. 2846.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 8/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum -Labour 
Court, No.II, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Videsh SancharNigam Ltd. and their 
.workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 30-08-2007. 

[No. L40012/131/2004-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, NEW DELHI 

Presiding Officer : R. N. Rai. I.D. NO. 8/2005 
PRESENT: SH. A.K. TRIVED1 -—1st party 

SH. RAJIV KUMAR —2nd party 

In The Matter of 

Shri Mahipal Singh, 

S/o Shri Krishan Singh, 

R/o Village: Lokra, 

Tehsil: Pataudi 
Distt: Gurgaon, 

Haryana-122 414. 

Versus 

The Genera! Manager, 

M/s. Videsh SancharNigam Limited, 

Videsh Sanchar Bhawan, 

Bangla Sahib Road, 

New Delhi -01. 

AWARD 


The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-400I2/ 

131/2004- IR(DU) CENTRAL GOVERNMENT DT. 28-01- 
2005 has referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder:— 

“Whether the services of Shri Mahipal Singh S/o 
Shri Krishan Singh, Ex-Peon have been terminated illegally 
and/or unjustifiably by the management or Shri Mahipal 
Singh has resinged from the service voluntarily? If so, to 
what relief the workman is entitled to and from which date?” 

The workman applicant has filed claim statement. In 
the claim statement it has been stated that the workman 
was employed as Peon in the overseas Communication 
services, on 22-01-1957 by the Management of the concern 
and the overseas communication merged into the 
management/opposite party had taken over the concerned 
overseas comunication services in the year 1990-91. 

That since the date of joining the workman had been 
discharging his responsibility with frill efficiency and 
sincerity till 12-06-1972 andhe had not been charge sheeted 
or adversely remarked by the any authority of the 
management. Unfortunately the workman had lost the 
mental balance on 13-05-1972 and not only left the working 
place but left his own house and family members without 
any intimation either to his employer or to his family member. 

That fortunately the workan regained his mental 
balance and after meeting with the family members the 
workman went to his office for the purpose of joining duty 
on 10-11-1991 but was refused to continue the work by 
concerned authority. The management told the workman 
on enquiry that his service was terminated and when asked 
by the workman to show the termination letter so that he 
can get other benefit of the termination but the management 
shows his helplessness whereupon the workman submitted 
a request letter alongwith joing the letter on dated 7-4-1992 
in the office of the management. 

That the employees of the management compelled 
the workman to sign on the resignation letter then only the 
workman can get the benefit of pension and other facilities 
as per law. Being an innocent and undedicated person and 
also not knowing the consequences of his signature 
obtained by the Management to sign the document in the 
locked room surrounded by the management personnel on 
17-12-1993. The resignation letter has no validity in the 
eyes of law on the basis of facts mentioned in this para. 

That the management has sent a letter bearing 
reference No. HQ-B/0601 (1 )/92ADMN dated 01-12-1992. 
The contents of the letter has submitted the representation 
and also admitted that the management had not terminated 
the services of the workman till then. 

That the wokrman had written a letter of 
representation on dated 7-4-1992 and 21 -7-1992 with regard 
to the service benefit and reinstatement of his service and 
other legal benefits. The workman has also written a Setter 
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dated 9-6-1993 to the management which has been 
acknowledged by the letter dated 28-6-93 bearing reference 
No. B/06/01/A 92 ADMN. The photocopy of the letter 
dated 7-4-1992, 21-7-1992 and the letter of management 
dated 28-6-93, are enclosed herewith as Annexure-B to D 
respectively. 

That the workman has sent another letter dated 1-10- 
1993 to the management which is acknowledge by the 
departmental letter written and sent to the workman on 
dated 15-10-93. It is pertinent to mention here that the 
Ministry of Comma nict ion had sent a direction letter to the 
Head Office of the management on first week of December 
1993, with direction to issue the workman with continuation 
of service. The said letter has been sent by the head office 
to its branch office at Delhi where the workman had been 
employed. 

The issued of the giving the appointment letter to 
the workman, the officers of the management at Delhi 
namely Shri S. N. Bhardwaj head clerk and Shri Y. N. Shanna 
A.A.O. had applied their undue influence on the workman 
and obtained the signature of the workman on the 
resignation letter in the locked room. The photocopy of 
the letter dated 15-10-1993 enclosed Annexure-E. 

That the management had written a letter on 12-4- 
1993 with respect of the speedy action on the representation 
of the workman by the department. The management has 
sent letter dated 4-3-1994 bearing reference No. 4/39/93/- 
EE-1 to the workman in both English and Hindi language 
mentioning therein that the resignation of flic workman 
has been accepted by the competent authority of the 
management with effect from 27-12-1993 as very special 
case. However, the period of the absence of the workman 
from his sercive has been treated as "DIES-NON”. The 
photocopy of the letter dated 12-4-1993 and 4-3-1993 are 
enclosed herewith as Annexure-F & G. 

i hat the Management had sent a letter dated 24-5- 
i 996 in which the details of the workman's service benefits 
arc mentioned but still no payment has been made though 
the workman is not willing to accept the same as full and 
final settlements but mentioned here only for fr„ purpose 
of exhibiting the ulterior, arbitrary and illegal act of 
management. The photocopy of the letter is enclosed 
herewith as Annexure-H. 

That, if the resingation letter is valid and accepted 
by the management then why the management delayed the 
termination benefit of the service of the workman to be 
released? It is seems that the management personal are 
waiting and watching the ability of the workman whether 
the workman is.going to take the legal action against their 
illegal act of obtaining the resignation letter and also not 
allowing the workman to continue his service i. : the 
department. Hence the acceptance letter of resingation has 
no validity in the eyes of law. 

That the non-compliance of order of the Misistry 
and with holding of the arrears of the wokman arrears 


including back wages, bonus, interest on GPF and other 
funds etc. and terminated the workman form his service 
ellegally, arbitrarily and malfidedly. 

That the workman has exhausted all his source to 
amicably settle the matter with the management but failed. 
Hence the workman constrained to sent a legal-cum- 
demand notice dated 23-11-1995 through registered A/D 
bearing postal receipt No. 4 823 of dated 24-11-1995 and 
also through UPC which was duly served and a baseless 
reply has been sent by the management on 22-12-1995. 
1 he photocopy of the notice postal receipts and reply of 
the notice are enclosed herewith as Annexure-I, J, K 
respectively. 

That w'orkman has receipt the provident fund 
amounts to Rs. 1098/- which is without interest and yet the 
department has not paid the other service benefit to the 
workman. 

It is , therefore, most respectfully paryed that this 
llon'ble Court may kindly be pleased to pass an order/ 
award thereby directing the management to reinstated the 
wokman's service with fully back wages and continuity of 
his services with all consequential benefits from the date 
of termination. 

The Management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has been stated that at the very outset 
the respondent denies each and every statement, averment 
made by the claimant in the claim nothing contained in the 
same may be taken as admitted unless the same has been 
specifically admitted hereunder. 

• That the entire claim of the claimant is false and 
baseless. The claim has been filed on false avermemts. The 
entire story of the claimant having lost his mental Balance 
has been concocted so as to bring the claim within limitaion. 
It is settled law that whoever approaches the Court with 
unclean hands shail get no relief from the Court. The claim 
ought to be rejected on this ground alone. 

That the claim is barred by the provisions of 
Payment of wages Act, Gratuity Act and the Industrial 
Disputes Act and is not maintainable in law. 

That the respondent believes that for the period from 
1972 to 1991 the claimant must have been working 
somewhere else and has filed the claim on false pleas now 
to wrongly ask for backwages, and other benefits to which 
he is not entitled. 

That when the present respondent came into 
formation in 1986 the service of the claimant had already 
been terminated by overseas communication in the year 
! 975, therefore the claimant cannot have any claim as against 
the present respondent. A copy of the letter of overseas 
comiriunicaion dated 30th July 1975 in respect of termination 
of the claimant is Annexed hereto as Annexure A. 
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The claimant is wrongly trying to take advantage of 
the gratuitous act of respondent in accepting the 
resignation of the claimant so that the gratuity could be 
paid to the claimat. The claimant cannot be allowed to take 
undue advantage of the bonafide act of the respondent. 

That the complaint has been paid his gratuity of the sum of 
Rs. 1,0998/- vide cheque No. 661365 dated 14-2-95 and is 
now not entitled to claim any further Amount. 

That the contentions in the paras in the present replv are 
without prejudice to each other and may be read so. 

That the applicant was appointed in the Department 
of Overseas Communications Service, under the Ministry 
of Communications, government of India which ceased to 
exist on 31-3-1986, and a company titled as Videsh Sanchar 
Nigam limited was registered under the Companies Act, 
1956 with its registered office at Bombay and it started 
functioning with effect from 1 -4-1986. Since the applicant 
was not on the rolls of the Department of Overseas 
Communication Service on 31 -3-86 at the time of takeover, 
no liabilities whatsoever in respect of employment or 
non-employment of the applicant can be in accordance 
with Law. Hence, no employer employee relationship exists 
between the applicant and the opposite party. As such, 
the present dispute is bad in law. 

That since the applicant was employed in a 
subordinate office of the Government of India and from 
where his service have ceased to exist in terms of 
Government of India’s decision No. 5(2) under Revised 
Leave rules, any relief, if at all, ought to have been at the 
very' outset been filed with the Ministry of Communications 
for which the Central Administrative Tribunal is the right 
forum to agitate. Hence, the present dispute raised by the 
applicant before this Tribunal is misconceived and lacks 
jurisdiction. 

That according to the Claimant himself, he has been 
on authorized absence for about 20 years without any 
intimation or permission from the authority concerned and 
he had now come up with a concocted story which 
cannot be believed. With about 20 years unauthorized 
absence, the applicant has himself forfeited ail his claims, 
i f any. 

That without prejudice to the above stand, the 
alleged dispute is belated and suffers from delay and 
laches. The same is liable to be rejected on this ground 
alone. 

That assuming through not admitting that the 
Clamant was suffering from mental imbalance for about 20 
years, he is not all a fit person to be taken in employment 
cannot be expected to perform his duties satisfactorily. 

I he claimant has also not attached any medical records to 
prove that he was suffering from mental illness as alleged 


by the claimant without any proof of the medical illness 
and the subsequent medication the present complaint is 
not maintainable. 

That at the vety outset, it'is stated that the claim 
filed by the Petitioner is not maintainable and is liable to 
be dismissed. That, VSNL has ceased to be a public Sector 
Undertaking form 13-2-02. Therefore, at the time when the 
claim wac filed the 1st Respondent was not a Govt, 
company, the claim does not lie against VSNL as VSNL is 
no ibngera Government company as per Section 617 of 
the Companies Act, 1956. The Central Government is not 
the proper authority to make the reference. Section 617 of 
the Companies act is set out herein below for ready 
reference. 

“617 Definition of “Government Company”-for the 
purpose of (this Act) Government company means any 
company in which not less than fifty-one percent of the 
(paid up share capital) is held by the Central Government, 
or by any State Government or Governments, or partly by 
the Central Government and partly by one ore more State 
Governments and includes a company which is a 
subsidiary of a Government company as thus defined.” 

Govt, had 52.97 stake in VSNL out of this 25% has 
been transferred to M/s. Panatone Fin vest Limited an 
investing vehicle of Tata Group. A copy of the letter dated 
13-2-2002 of Panatone Finvest Limited acknowledging the 
transfer of 7,12,50,000 equity shares in favour of panatone 
Finvest Limited is annexed herewith as Annexure L B\ 

The Respondent No. 1 is neither a State nor an 
instrumentality of State within the meaning of Article 12 
of the Constitution of India and tlrerefore the present claim 
is not maintainable. That the Hon’ble Supreme Court in 
the ease. The Prage Tools Copn. Vs. Sh. C.A. Imanual & 
others 1969( 1) SCC 585 has held that a writ of mandamus 
of or an order or direction of I ike nature does not lie against 
a company under Article 12. 

That even the Board of directors of the Respondent 
No, 1 has been reconstituted. Tata Group has nominated 
the chairman and a Managing director. They have a 
majority on the Board. The constitution of the Board is as 
on 20th August, 2002 is annexed hereto as Anncxure- l C\ 

Tha t the present claim is not maintainable as per the 
own admission he has not worked from 1972 till 1991 
therefore the claimant cannot be held entitled to claim any 
amount in respect of the said period. This proposition of 
law has been laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
and also various High Courts. The said proposition 
proceeds on the footing that a person who had not worked 
for a particular period cannot claim any amount for the 
same and this principle is also in consonance with the 
principles of equity, 
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That admittedly the present claim and those filed 
prior to this have been filed after a long delay and the 
same are barred by limitation and not maintainble before 
this commission. 

That at the very beginning on 21-7-92 the only claim 
which had been raised by the claimant was in respect of 
gratuity and pension and not in respect of any dues or 
pay as now claimed by the claimant in the said letter, the 
claimant has also not claimed any future employment or 
benefit arising therefrom. The present claim is only a 
malafide attempt of the claimant to wrongly extract money 
from the respondents on false and baseless pleas which 
cannot be entertained by this Hon’ble Commission. 

That the claimant having tendered his resignation 
cannot maintain the present claim. The claimant has been 
paid the gratuity for the period from 22-1-57 to 12-8-72 
which has been accepted by the claimant and therefore 
the present claim is not maintainable in law. 

It is denied that Overseas Communications Service 
was a concern. As stated ealier, Overseas Communication 
Service was a subordinate office under the Ministry of 
Communications, Govt, of India which ceased to exist on 
1-4-1986. As the applicant ceased to be in employment 
much before the date of cessation of Department he has 
to establish his claim before the Ministry of 
Communications, and not against the Opposite party. 
Moreover, the applicant was not on the roll of the Overseas 
Communications Service as on 31-3-86 therefore question 
of taking over the services of the applicant by the Videsh 
Sanchar Nigam Ltd., which came into the existence as on 
1-4-86, does not arise at all. It is further denied that the 
respondent had taken over from Overseas Communication 
with all liability of its employees. Any suggestions in 
respect of the same is denied the claimants serious had 
been terminated in 1975 itself and the acceptance of 
resignation was only a via media to give the claimant his 
gratuity. 

The applicant has himself admitted that he remained 
on unauthorized absence without any intimation from 
13-6-1972 to end of 1991, and as such, he himself is to be 
blamed from loss of service in accordance with Government 
Rules. It is further denied that the applicant lost mental 
balance and/or left the working place and stayed at various 
unknown places, as alleged. He deserted the job on his 
own accord and the opposite party has nothing to do in 
the matter. The present claimant has not even appended a 
single document in support of its contention that he had 
lost his mental equilibrium. Without any evidence in 
respect of the claimants medical record the present claim 
is not maintainable law. That as per the respondents 
records the claimant had been highly irregular in his 
presence prior for 1972 and had been repeatedly cautioned 
for the same. The relevant records pertaining to the same 
can be produced before the court in case he denies. 


It is specifically denied that the claimant regained 
his mental balance as alleged on 10-11-1991 or that he was 
entitled to rejoinder duty from 1991 onwards. The claimant 
was never on the roles of the respondent and therefore 
was not entitled to rejoin the duty the services of the 
claimant had been terminated prior to the present 
respondent coming in picture. 

The letter of joining on 7-4-1992 was a malafide 
attempt by the claimant to recover/to extract money from 
the present respondent to which the claimant is not entitled. 

It is vehemently denied that the applicant submitted joining 
letter dated 7-4-1992 or continued doing work since then 
with the respondent, as alleged. It is submitted that the 
applicant did not work at all with the respondent. 

It is further denied that the Management compelled 
the workmen to sign resignation letter, as alleged. It is also 
denied that the applicant signed that resignation letter in 
the locked room on 27-12-93. It is submitted that the 
applicant tendered his resignation letter voluntarily and 
did not object or raise any objection ofthe said resignation 
letter having been signed by him under alleged duress. 
The applicant did not raise any objection after tendering 
the resignation and upto the time of acceptance thereof 
nor he complained about the alleged misguiding/forcing 
him for the tendering ofthe ressignation to any authorities. 
The Claimant had resigned on 27-12-93 and the resignation 
was accepted on 7-3-94 and it was only sometime in 
October, 1994, that is, after 10 months from tendering his 
resignation and 7 months from acceptance of resignation 
that he raised the alleged pleas which on the face of it is 
false, concocted and an after thought infact due to refusal 
of terminal benefits conveyed by the Ministry of 
Communications in October, 1994. 

It is denied that the Ministry of Communications 
had sent a direction letter to the opposite party, as alleged. 
It is wrong and denied that the applicant ever worked with 
the opposite party. The said letter only stated that the 
allegations made by the claimant were being looked into 
and the same cannot be construed in any manner as an 
admission. 

The claimant’s representations as alleged were not 
maintainable. The same had been filed with a malafide 
intention to wrongly extract money from the respondent. It 
is submitted that the applicant gave the resignation letter 
voluntarily on his free-will and not under any duress or 
influence, as alleged and after the resignation had been 
tendered the claimant was not entitled to claim 
reinstatement in service. 

It is denied that the opposite party has not complied 
with the orders of the Ministry by with holding of the 
arrears ofthe workman, including back-wages, bonous, 
interest on GPF and other funds, etc. as alleged. The 
opposite party has not received any orders from the 
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Ministry of Communications, Govt, of India, for giving re¬ 
employment, or payment of wages/arrears etc. as alleged. 
The applicant tendered his resignation voluntarily which 
was accepted to his knowledge and he did not raise any 
objection for about 7 months even after the acceptance of 
his resignation. As such, the claim in itself is wrong, 
misconceived, and untenable. It is further denied that 
Shri S.N. Bhardwaj, Head Clerk or Shri Y.N. Sharma, AAD 
applied their influence and got the signature of the workman 
in a locked room, as alleged. 

It is denied that the management had written for 
speedy action on representation of the claimant. The 
claimant’s resignation had been accepted as a special case 
only in view of the circumstances of the claimant. The said 
acceptance of the resignation was only on the condition 
that period in which the claimant had not worked he would 
not claim any amount in respect of the same. The claimant 
is now wrongly trying to take benefit of the magnanimity 
shown by the respondent even though the claimant was 
not on the rules of the respondent. 

The claimant has been paid the gratuity for the period 
from 22-1-57 to 12-8-72. The said payment was made as 
special case in a magnanimous manner by the respondent 
even though the respondent was not liable to pay the same. 
It is denied that no benefits had been paid to the claimant’s 
or that the same had not been accepted by the claimant as 
full and final settlement. 

It is denied that the management is following a policy 
of wait and watch or that there has. been any illegal act by 
which the claimants resignation has been obtained. The 
claimant was not entitled to be put in service for the reason 
mentioned above. It is denied that the resignation tendered 
by the claimant had no legal validity. The claimants 
resignation having been accepted the claimant cannot now 
ask for reinstitution in service or any claim in respect of the 
same. The detailed reason for the same have been given 
herein above on which the respondent crave leave to rely 
upon. 

It is further denied that there is any order of the 
Ministry directing the respondent to take back the claimant 
in service. It is further denied that the claimant is entitled to 
any arrears as alleged. The detailed reason for the same 
have been given herein above on which the respondent 
crave leave to rely upon. It is further denied that the 
claimants service had been wrongly terminated to the 
contrary the respondent has been magnanimous in 
accepting the resignation tendered by the claimant by the 
claimant and paying the claimant the gratuity amount, 
which it was not liable to pay. 

The notice as alleged to have been sent on 23-11-95 
was whole leave baseless and without any foundation in 
law or otherwise and a suitable reply to the same had been 


given by the respondents advocates on 22-12-95 which 
may be read as part of the present written statement. 

This Hon’ble Commission does not have the 
jurisdiction to decide the present claim as the Central 
Government is not the competed authority to refer the 
present dispute the detailed reasons for the same have 
been set out in the preliminary objection which may be 
read as part of this para in reply. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
he was employed as Peon in the Overseas Communication 
Services on 22-10-1957. The Overseas Communication 
merged into the management/opposite party in the yeur 
1991. The workman performed his duties with full efficiency 
and diligently till 12-06-1972.The workman unfortunately 
lost his mental balance on 13-05-1972. He left the working 
place without any intimation to his employer. 

It was further submitted that unfortunately the 
workman regained his mental balance and after meeting 
with his family members he went to his office for the 
purposes of joining duty on 10-11-1991 but he was refused 
duty. 

It was further submitted that on 17-12-1993 the 
workman was compelled to sign the resignation letter under 
duress and undue influence of 2 employees of the 
management. This letter dated 17-12-1993 is not valid as it 
has been obtained by Sh. S.N. Bhardwaj, Head Clerk and 
Shri S.N. Sharma, AAO under duress. 

It was further submitted that the workman is entitled 
to reinstatement and full back wages from 07-04-1992 and 
the resignation letter got signed by the workman under 
undue influence is not valid and there is no cessation of 
the services of the workman on the basis of his resignation 
letter. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workman signed resignation letter voluntarily for 
obtaining his old dues, a sum of Rs. 1 098/- and it was paid 
to him through cheque. 

It was further submitted that the management VSNL 
has been registered under Companies Act, 1956 with its 
registered office at Bombay. It was taken overby the present 
management on 31-03-1986. The workman was no longer 
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an employee of the old Company so there existed no 
employer-employee relationship between the management 
and the applicant. 

It was further submitted that after about 20 years 
unauthorized absence without any intimation and 
permission the workman has concocted a story for 
extracting money. The dispute is belated and suffers from 
delay and latches. 

It was further submitted that the workman has not 
filed any medical certificate or any other document to 
establish that he lost mental balance in the year 1972. He 
has not filed any medical certificate that he has regained 
his mental balance at present. 

It was further submitted that VSNL has ceased to be 
a Public Sector Undertaking from 13-02-2002. It is neither a 
State or instrumentality of a State within the meaning of 
the Article 12 of the Constitution of India so the claim is 
not maintainable in viewof(1969) ISCC 585. 

It was the duty of the workman to establish the fact 
that he lost his mental balance in the year 1972 and he 
regained it automatically in the year 1991. The workman 
has not filed any documentary evidence to substantiate 
these facts. He has not examined any other witness to 
establish his mental ailment. So it is not found proved that 
the workman suffered from mental agony for the period of 
almost 20 years and he regained it all of sudden. The 
workman could have done it by examining the persons 
related to him. He might have working somewhere else and 
for extracting money from the management, he has come 
up with concocted theory of losing mental balance and 
regaining it after a lapse of 20 years. 

It transpires from persusal of CPF account of the 
applicant that his CPF was calculated as Rs.I098 on 
3 1-03-1975. It has been also mentioned that his services 
have been terminated. 

It has also been mentioned in this document that the 
workman has not preferred any claim and his address is 
not known. This document proves that when the workman 
was not available for 2 -3 years his services were terminated 
and his CPF amount was calculated, 

it is admitted fact that the workman absented from 
1972 and in the year 1991 for the first time he approached 
the management for joining his services. He was un- 
authorizedly absent for 20 years. This long period is a 
sufficient ground for terminating the services of the 
workman. There is no proof of the mental ailment of the 
workman. In the absence of cogent evidence it is held that 
the workman did not suffer from any mental illness. 

Central Government is not an appropriate Government. 
The management is neither a State nor an instrumentality of 
a State, it is a Private Establishment, so the State Government 
is the appropriate Government for making reference in view' 
of [(2001) 7 SCC 1 ] Steel Authority of India. 


It was further submitted that the Central Government 
has made this reference after a period of 32 years. Such 
delayed reference cannot be entertained. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that there is no explanation of delay. Not to speak of 
plausible or satisfactory explanation. There is no 
explanation at all what prevented the workman to approach 
this forum after a long period of 26 years. It is settled law 
that stale claim made after an inordinate and unexplained 
period could not be entertained. 

My attention was drawn to 2005 (5) SCC page 91 
paras 12 and 13. The Hon’ble Apex Court has held that 
long delay impedes the maintenance, ofthe records. Belated 
claim should not be considered. 

It has been held in (2001) 6 SCC 222 as under:— 

“Law does not prescribe any time limit for the 
appropriate government to exercise its powers under 
section 10 of the Act. It is not that this power can be 
exercised at any point of time and to revive matters which 
had since been settled. Power is to be exercised 
reasonably and in a rational manner. There appears to us 
to be no rational basis on which the Central Government 
has exercised powers in this case after a lapse of about 
seven years of the order dismissing the respondent from 
service.” 

In the instant case reference has been made after a 
delay of long 26 years. Limitation Act is not applicable in 
ID cases but stale cases should not be considered. Delay 
in the instant case is inordinate and relief can be rejected 
on the ground of delay alone. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workman did not raise any objection against the 
acceptance of his resignation letter. He raised objections 
only after one year of signing resignation letter. The 
resignation letter has been signed by the workman 
voluntarily. It cannot be believed that 2 employees exercised 
undue influence on him to sign the resignation letter. The 
workman signed the resignation letter willingly to obtain 
his old dues. 

The workman has failed to prove his claim statement. 
The resignation letter dated 17.12.1993 has been voluntarily 
signed by the workman as he did not dispute it for almost 
one year. 

The reference is replied thus:-— 

The service of Shri Mahipal Singh S/o Shri Krishan 
Singh, Ex-Peon has not been terminated illegally and 
unjustifiably by the management. Sh. Mahipal Singh has 
resigned from the service voluntarily. He is not entitled to 
get any relief as prayed for. 

The award is given accordingly. 

Date: 28-08-2007 


R. N. RA1, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the31 st August, 2007 

S.O. 2847.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 35/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Banglore as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Madras Fertilizers Ltd. and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 31-08-2007. 

[No. L-42012/21 /2006-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated : 20th August, 2007 
PRESENT 

Shri A. R, Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 
C. R. No. 35/2006 

I Party 

Ms. Farhath Sulthana, 

D/o Chand Pasha, 

Residing at No. 1-6-125 
Indira Nagar, 

Ratchur 

Karnataka State 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the power 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2A of the Section 10 
of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order No. L-42012/21 /2006-IR (DU) dated 18th August, 
2006 for adjudication on the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of Chairman-cum-Managing 
Director, Madras Fertilizers Ltd., Manali, Chennai in 
terminating the service of their workman Ms. Farhath 
Sulthana w.e.f. August 1999 is legal and justified ? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference schedule from 
the Government, notices were ordered against the first party 
as well as the second party A&B. On 13-1 1 -2006, when the 
case was taken up for hearing, the first party and second 


party (A) were reported to be served by registered post 
notices but remained absent when called out. A fresh RPAD 
notice was sent to Second Party (B). The Second Party 
A&B made appearance through counsels on subsequent 
dates i.e. on 02-02-2007 & 02-03-2007 and on behalf of 
Second Party A&B counter statement was filed. Then the 
matter came to be posted for evidence of the management. 
Howerver, the management did not adduce any evidence 
and therefore, proceedings have been taken closed and 
posted for award. 

3. The management by its counter statement has 
taken a contention that the first party did not serve under 
them continuously for a period of 240 days and more and 
that this court has no jurisdiction to entertain the present 
reference proceedings as the Central Government was not 
the appropriate Government to make reference of the case 
before this tribunal. 

4. As noted above the first party did not appear nor 
filled her claim statement giving out of the fact and basis of 
her right to claim any relief from the hands of this tribunal 
much less,making out of a case as to how the alleged order 
of termination of her services by the management was bad 
in law.In the abesence of any claim statement put forth by 
the first party and the fact that she remained absent before 
this tribunal despite service of notice ,what appears is that 
she is not intersted inprosecting the case against the 
management. Hence the following award: 

AWARD 

The referance stands dismissed. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and signed by 
me on 20th August, 2007) 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 

31 3FTOT, 2007 

75ST.3TT. 2848.-afteilpRi 3rfirfWT, 1947 (1947 

14) OT 17 ^ RJTOT fr', -Efofcr TOR 
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arfRTOT/RT TOTOT, RlTORT ^ M (TO? WTT 8/95) 
^ RETfTRT TO) t, ^ TOR ■Sfi) 31-8-07 R) OTT 
f «n *TT I 

[U -q^T-40012/213/94-3^3TR(^t. ^)] 

r** . ~\ . _r* _ _ _ fk 

EfcfTTu 

New Delhi, the3 1st August, 2007 

S.O. 2848.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 8/95) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Kolkata as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the manage¬ 
ment of Calcutta Telephones and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 31-08-2007. 

[No. L-40012/213/94-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer. 


II Party 

The Regional Manager, 
Madras Fertilizers Ltd., 
Azad Nagar, 

Raichur 

Karnataka State 


3855 GI/2007—58 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNA1 
ATKOLKATA 
Reference No. 8 of 1995 

Parties Employers in relation to the management of 
Calcutta Telephones 

And 

Their workmen. 


PRESENT 


Mr. Justice C. P. Mishra, Presiding Officer 


APPEARENCE 


On behalf of the 
Management 

On behalf of the Workmen 

State : West Bangal. 

Dated : 24th August, 2007. 


: Mr. Tapas Chowdhury, 
Advocate. 

: Mr. J. C. Consul, 
Advocate. 

Industry : Telephones. 


AWARD 


1. By Order No. L-40012/213/94-IR (DU) dated 
23-031995 the Central Government in exercise of its powers 
under Section 10(!)(d) and (2A) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 referred the following dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication: 


“Whether the action of Management of Culcutta 
Telephones in not regularising the services of 19 
casual workmen as per Annexure is justified ? If not, 
to what relief the said 19 workman are entitled to? 


Annexure ■ 

Names of 19 workmen are mentioned below : 


1. Raj Kumar Singh 

2. Suresh Singh 

3. Tapan Kumar Haider 

4. Rajendra Prasad 

5. Misar Kay a I 

6. Tarun Kr. Ghosh 

7. Apu Paul 

8. Subrata Paul 

9. Dhananjay Mondal 

10. Ganesh Ch. Dey 

11. Gautam Sama! 

12. Umesh Roy 

13. Phelan Ch. Biswas 

14. Bijay Paul 

15. Ashit Kr. Nhanda 

16. Avijit Bose 

17. Samar Bakuli 

18. Samar Sumar Das 

19. BiswajitHati 


S/o. Shri Panna Lai Singh 
S/o. Shri Panna Lai Singh 
S/o. Shri KhagendraNath Haider 
S/o. KhudLai Prasad 
S/o. Karnini Kant Kayal 
S/o. Shri Ajit Kr. Ghosh 
S/o. Shri Ramani Mohan Paul 
S/o. Shri Shanti Rartjan Paul 
S/o. Shri Ajit Kumar Mondal 
S/o. Shri Gobind Chandra Dey 
S/o. Anadi Charan Sanial 
S/o. Mahendra Ray 
S/o. Shri SurendraNath Biswas 
S/o. Hari Mohan Chandra Paul 
S/o. Harendra Nath Nanda 
S/o. Shri Shyam Sumdar Bose 
S/o. Shri Chandu Bakuli 
S/o. Shri Jai Prasad Das 
S/o. Shri Subodh Kumar Hati 


2. The case of the workmen in brief is that the 
aforesaid 19 workmen under Calcutta Telephones 
management at Salt Lake joined the service in ACG-17 
account on different dates between 08-01-1985 and 
01-10-1990 as shown in the sheet Appendix-A to their 
written statement and all of them as such completed one 
year’s of continuous service viz. more than 240 days work 
in a year and acquired the status of regular worker. In this 
connection it is also stated that 17 casual workmen of 46 
Exchange of Calcutta Telephones had preferred a reference 
being Reference No. 10 of 1985 to this Tribunal who by 
Award dated 5th July, 1989 directed their reinstatement 
with payment of full back wages and other consequential 
relief from January, 1983 which was also given effect to by 
Order No. SAA-2035/X1X/A dated 09-1989 of the Assistant 
General Manager (R& E), Calcutta Telephones. In view of 
that from September, 1989 the Divisional Engineer of 34/36 
Exchange did not give work to the workers who were 
working continouslv for more than a year and their case 
was referred to the higher authorities for necessary 
instruction and the workmen were only shown on duty for 
not more than 15 days in a month accordingly. The 
concerned workmen since not given work, they agitated 
their case and the Divisional Engineer and the officials of 
the three unions entered into an agreement to give work 
for 10 to 20 days in a month so that there could be no 
objection from the higher authorities who had to take a 
decision thereon. The concerned workmen were as such 
given less work in each month for 5 to 15 days showing 
lesser attendance than actual and putting false names and 
not permitting them to put their signatures in the ACG-17 
attendance roils for the same in this connection. Two or 
three blank vouchers with revenue stamps signed by the 
workmen were also obtained. They were also paid lesser 
amount @ Rs. 20 or Rs. 25 or Rs. 30 per day instead of the 
sanctioned rates which were more for the different period 
from January, 1989 to December, 1993 as mentioned in 
paragraph 6.4 of the written statement. The concerned 
workmen made their representation to the Divisional 
Engineeer and the S.D.O. (Phones) from time to time against 
the said unfair labour practice but without any result. They 
further made approach to the Regional Labour Commissioner 
(Central), Kolkata on 25th January, 1994 where the 
management was asked to produce original records, 
attendance sheets, payment vouchers etc. but they did 
not produce the same. The conciliation having failed the 
matter was referred to the Central Government and 
ultimately it referred the matter to this Tribunal for 
adjudication, li is slated that since the workmen concerned 
had completed one year of continuous service, they could 
not have been retrenched without payment of 
compensation and notice and so they are entitled to full 
back wages for the period of their forced unemployed and 
also there was no justification for termination of their 
services and as such they are entitled to be reinstated in 
service with full back wages and other benefits as well as 
seniority. 
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3. A written statement has been filed on behalf of 
the management of Calcutta Telephones denying the 
aforesaid allegations made by the workmen in this regard 
and it is stated that the concerned 19 workmen did not 
work continously for one year or for more than 240 days 
in a year and there is no question of regularisation of 
their services which were in the nature of ad-hoc 
engagement. Moreover. 240 days work cannot be the 
exclusive consideration to be entitled for regularisation. 
In this connection it is further stated that the total manning 
of the engagement of the Mazdoors of Calcutta 
Telephones was promulgated vide Circular No. 270/6/84- 
STN dated 30-03-1985 issued by the Directed General of 
Posts & Telegraphs and Circular No. 270/6/84-STN dated 
22-06-1985 and the alleged number of days of work of the 
concerned workman is immaterial in this regard, It is also 
stated that the alleged Award of this Tribunal in Reference 
No. 10 ot 1985. does not create any precedent to the 
disposal of the present reference which stands on 
different set of facts and footing. More so, the concerned 
workmen at no material time have worked for 240 days nor 
did they work continously in a year. According to the 
management they were provided work on requirement^ 
basis and them actual number of days is shown in the 
details of engagement vide Annexurc-X to the written 
statement filed on their behalf. The other allegations made 
by the workmen regarding the lesser attendance, putting 
false names, manipulation of accounts have been denied 
as false and baseless. The management accordingly has 
prayed that the reference to be answered in the affirmative 
in favour of the management. 

4. Three witnesses have been examined un behalf 
of the workmen. WW-I, Umesh Roy is one of the 
concerned workman. He has deposed for himself and also 
for other nine workmen, namely, Raj Kumar Singh, Suresh 
Singh, Misar Kayal, Rajendra Prosad, Dhananjay Mondal, 
Bijoy Paul, Ganesb Ch. Day, Gautam Sam a I and Phelan 
Ch Biswas. He has stated that all these workmen including 
himself appeared before the authorities of Calcutta 
Telephones for appointment as casual workmen on the 
basis of the notice which was hung up in the notice board 
and they joined the Calcutta Telephones between 1985 to 
1990. They were originally appointed in the 31,34 and 37 
Exchanges which were made 33 1,334 and 337 Exchanges 
subsequently. It is further stated that he joined the service 
on 26-09-1989 and continuously worked till his termination 
on 05-05-1996. Regarding the other workmen he has stated 
that they also put in more than 240 days of continuous 
service in one year and their services were also terminated 
on 05-05-1996. He has further stated that 8 of the concerned 
workmen have since been engaged in the office through 
contractor, rest of the workmen concerned did not agree 
to such engagement. He has aiso stated that the 
management used ask them in blank vouchers. According 
to the witness they were not paid on daily basis on, the 
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prescribed rate, but they were initially paid @ Rs. 20/-, 
then @ Rs. 25/-- and finally @ Rs, 30/= per day. He prayed 
for regularisation in service and also benefits, for the 
period ot non-employment. In cross-examination the 
witness, howerver, stated that he has not prayed for 
regularisation in service. He has also stated that the post 
on which he was working did not exist and those were 
just casual labourer. He also could not say about the 
dates oi engagement of the other concerned workmen. 
.Regarding the certificate Ext. W-3 he has stated that it 
was issued to him by Shri A. K. Gupta the Cable Jointer 
who wrote and signed it in his presence. 

WW-2, Bijoy Paul has deposed in the same line like 
WW-! for the 1 i concerned workmen. He has stated that 
neither any notice was served nor any compensation was 
paid at the time of their retrenchment. He could.not say the 
name of the J. T.O. who used to maintain the attendance of 
the concerned workmen. In cross-examination the witness 
has however named one S. K. l3as till J. T. O. who used to 
take their signatures on the vouchers. WW-3 Raj Kumar 
Singh also has deposed in the same hne. He has however 
stated that 8 of the concerned workmen withdrew from tire 
case as they were asked by the management to do so on 
the assurance of getting job. In cross-examination the 
•witness has stated that it will be revealed from the 
attendance register maintained by the j. T. O. that they 
have worked for more than 3 00 days. 

5. Seven witnesses have been examined on behalf 
of the management. They are all the officers of the Calcutta 
Telephones. MW-1, Arun Kumar Ghosh was S. D.O. P. at 
Salt Lake Exchange No. 1 under Salt Lake Division of 
Calcutta Telephones. He has admitted that there were four 
causal Mazdoors under him at the relevant time who are 
Dhananjay Mondal, Phelan Biswas, Umesh Roy and 
Rajendra Prasad, but denied that thev worked continously 
from 1989 to 1996. He also stated that they had not 
completed i40 days work in a year. According to him work 
used to be allotted to the concerned four workmen on the 
basis of requirement for different number of days in a 
paiticuiar month. He used to note the presence of the 
workmen in a register, marked Ext. M- i. He referred to ACG- 
I / vouchers and ACE-2 accounts for ascertaining the 
number of days for which payments were made to them. 
He has denied that the workmen were engaged on the basis 
of a notice hung on the notice board or that their signatures 
used to be taken on the blank vouchers as a!letted bv the 
workmen in their evidence. He categorically stated that no 
person by name Bijoy Paul ever worked under him. He ' 
denied the contents of the certificates Exts. W-3, W-5 and 
Vv -8 and aiso the contents of the document Ext. W-9. In 
cross-examination the witness has stated that the J.T.O. 
was not marking the attendance of Lie persons concerned 
awt he had ro reiv on the repo-1 of the J.T.O. He has 
categories iy denied that the enhiiw in the Reui 'er Ext. 
i iiu'vc ucfcn made in one sitting. 
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MW-2, Madhusudhan Biswas was the J. T. O. from 
April, 1987 to August, 1994 and posted in various sub¬ 
divisions underthe Salt Lake Exchange. In Sub-division II 
there were three casual labourers and in Sub-division IV 
there were two such casual and he has named Vijoy Singh, 
Apu Paul, Biswajit Hati and Suresh Singh as those casual 
labourers. He has denied that they have worked continously 
or that they have put in 240 days service in a year. In cross- 
examination the witness has stated the labourers used to 
him as well as to Spicer and the Spicer happened to be the 
best person to know who had attended to work on a 
particular date. He admitted that from guess he has said 
that Suresh Singh had worked for 50-60 days. He could not 
also give the number of days of work of others excepting 
for what is available in ACE-11 accounts and ACG—27 
vouchers. 

MW-3, Chinmoy Mitra is a retired officer of the 
Calcutta Telephones. From 1985 to 1992 he was posted as 
J. T. O. under Sub-division III under Salt Lake Exchange 
and from January, 1993 to 27th September, 1993 he was 
posted as S. D. O.-IV and from 28-09-1993 to 28-02-1997 
he was posted in Sub-division III in the same capacity. 
He has stated that Raj Kumar Singh, Suresh Singh, Umesh 
Roy and Misar Kayal were the casual labourers who 
worked under him. He denied that he was maintaining 
attendence register in respect of casual labourers. It is 
also denied that he used to take the signatures of casual 
labourers on blank vouchers and fill up the names of 
other persons on the blank vouchers later. He has also 
denied that Raj Kumar Singh had worked from 1-8-1988 to 
31-7-89 for more than 300 days. According to him on an 
average they used to work for 10 to 15 days in a month. In 
cross-examination the witness has stated that he used to 
engage casual labourers as and when required and used 
to give slip regarding the persons engaged and on its 
basis the register was maintained. He has also stated that 
it will be evident from the register maintained by the S. D. 
O. as to for how many days and how many times he had 
issued the slips regarding the engagement of casual 
labourers. 

MW-4, Sunil Kumar Das was the J. T. O. Stores at 
Salt Lake Telephone Exchange from 1985 to 1996. He has 
stated that Bijoy Paul used work as casual labour under 
him on average for about 10 days in a month and not more 
than 6 months in a year and the said Bijoy Paul never 
signed any other voucher or document except-ACG-17 
vouchers relating to the payment of his wages. 

MW-5, Asit Baran Sil is the S. D. O. P. of Salt Lake 
Telephone Exchange of Calcutta Telephones and he was 
also working as such from 1993 to 1995. He has stated that 
during this period Bijoy Paul used to work as casual labour 
in his Exchange, but his engagement did not exceed 12 
days ja month on average, His engagement was need-based 
and he was not a regular employees. He has further stated 


that the actual days of work perfomed by this workmen 
could be ascertained from ACE-2 accounts and ACG-17 
vouchers and also from the attendance book, Ext.-M2. The 
witness in cross-examination has stated that this Bijoy Paul 
was casual labour and not temporary labour. His further 
statement is that there was no practice for maintaining 
attendance register for the casual labourers. It is also stated 
by him that during the relevant period 5 casual labourers, 
namely, Bij oy Paul, Samir Kumar Bakuli, Samar Das, Biswaj it 
Hati and Apu Paul were working under him, but after 1994 
only two of them, namely, Bijoy Paul and Samar Kumar 
Bakuli continued to work there and the rest were shifted to 
other places. He has also stated that the practice is that a 
worker who is engaged is asked some day that there is no 
work available for him, but again on subsequent day he is 
engaged. It is stated that Sunday is not a working day. He 
has demied that ACG-17 vouchers are prepared at fines at 
fictitious names. 

MW-6, Asit Baran Sadhu was a J.T.O., Section-3 at 
Salt Lake Telephone Exchange from November, 1991 to 
November, 1994. He has stated that five casual labourers 
viz. Bijoy Paul, Samir Kumar Bakuli, Samar Kumar Das 
Biswajit Hati and Apu Paul were working during that period. 
He has denied that they worked for more than 240 days 
continuously in every year and stated that they used to 
work on average for 13 days in a month. According to him 
complete ACE-2 account and ACG-17 vouchers have been 
filed and nothing has been suppressed and withheld. He 
has also denied that the J.T.Os. used to obtain signatures 
of the workmen on three different vouchers at the time of 
making payments and also on blank vouchers. In cross- 
examination the witness has stated that the casual labourers 
used to report to him directly and he used to allot them 
work. He has denied that he used to take signatures of the 
labourers in order to reduce the number of days for which 
the workmen had worked. He has also denied that in some 
cases names of the workers are shown differently to 
suppress their period of work and that he has deposed 
falsely and have withheld the documents. 

MW-7, DipakBhawal was another J.T.O. posted at 
Salt Lake Telephone Exchange from 1989 to 1996. He has 
stated that during the time Ganesh Chandra Dey and 
Gautam Samal were working as casual labourers in that 
Exchange and the casual labourers were not engaged on 
regular basis, rather their engagements were as and when 
required. According to him the number of their working 
days can be ascertained from ACE-2 Accounts and ACG- 
17 vouchers concerned. He has denied that the casual 
labourers used to sign attendance register or that all of 
them had worked for more than 240 days in a year. He has 
also denied that the ACG-17 vouchers contained false 
and fictitious names of the casual laboureres. In cross- 
examination the witness has stated that there is no 
instruction regarding maintenance ot attendance register 
for the casual labourers. 
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6. Some documents have been exhibited on behalf 
of the workmen, Exts, W-1 to W-11 are certificates issued 
to the concerned workmen and Ext. W-12 is a ACG-17 
voucher. Several documents have however been exhibited 
on behalf of the management, Exts. M-l to M-l/3 are the 
attendance registers of casual workmen. So also 
Ext. M-2. Ext. M-3 is synopsis of attendance. Ext. M-4 and 
Ext. M-4/1 are the circulars dated 30-03-1985 and 
22-06-1988 regarding engagement of casual labour. Ext. 
M-56 is the ACE-2 Register. Ext. M-57 is some loose pages 
of ACE-1 Register. In addition to these several Ty. Advance 
Accounts of different J.T.Os. alongwith concerned 
payment vouchers have been exhibited on behalf of the 
management and those are marked Exts. M-5 series to 
M-55 series. 

7. It is evident that as per order of reference claim of 
19 casual workmen as per Annexure attached to it was 
referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. However, during 
the pendency of this case here in this Tribunal 8 workmen 
who were represented by their counsel Mrs. Kavita Das, 
Advocate made a joint petition dated 28th June, 1996 with 
a prayer that they would like to settle the matter with the 
management amicably and as such they wanted to 
withdraw the claim in this regard to be considered by this 
Tribunal and as such after hearing the matter my learned 
predecessor, Hon’ble Justice K.C. Jagadeb Roy passed an 
order dated 01-07-1996 permitting them to withdraw 
themselves from this reference and accordingly claim of 
the 11 workmen viz. Raj Kumar Singh, Suresh Singh, 
Rajendra Prasad, Misar Kaval, Dhananjay Mondal, 
Ganesh Ch. Dey, Gautam Samal, Umesh Roy, Phelan 
Ch. Biswas, Bijay Paul and Samar Bakuli is only to be 
considered for deciding their claim for regularisation etc. 
as per schedule of reference in this regard, 

8. On the perusal of the aforesaid evidence and the 
written notes of argument as submitted on behalf of either 
side it is evidence that the aforesaid 11 workmen have 
claimed for their regularisation and payment of dues etc. as 
they have already completed 240 days of service in 12 
calendar months which, however, has been challenged by 
the management to be otherwise by giving their reply in 
paragraph 4 of their written statement to say that the 
concerned workmen at no material time have worked for 
240 days nor did they work continuously during the year. 
In fact, they were provided with work on requirement basis 
and their period of work has only been to the extent as 
shown in the Annexure-X which does not show them to 
have worked for 240 days as it has been so claimed by 
them in this regard. The management has also raised a 
preliminary point regarding the maintainability of this 
reference as the workmen are not in employment so as to 
get the relief of regularisation. In fact their prayer is for 
reinstatement which is not so provided for its adjudication 
in the schedule of reference and therefore it is beyond the 
power of this Tribunal to grant any such relief in their 


favour, unless they are reinstated and the question of 
regularisation therefore comes thereafter. In this connection 
the management also challenged the maintainability of the 
reference brought up by a group of 11 workmen with 11 
separate cause of action as disengagement of the workmen 
were on different dates and since the reference is not taken 
up by their union, it is not maintainable. The learned counsel 
for the workmen, however, has challenged the aforesaid 
submissions made in this regard by submitting that the 
claim of the 11 workmen can very well be considered to 
ascertain the entitlement of the workmen as per their 
position of having worked for more than 240 days and for 
number of years and the so called retrenchment or 
disengagement so made without paying them any 
compensation is illegal and the Tribunal has got ample 
power to consider their claim in this regard and to grant the 
relief after considering their entitlement for regularisation 
as well as for reinstatement whatsoever may be required in 
the above circumstances. 

9, Considering the aforesaid facts it is evident that 
the schedule of reference no doubt shows that the matter 
is for regularising the services of 19 casual workmen and in 
this connection their claim whatsoever is based on their 
legal right which is to be considered and in view of that 
their right can very well be considered for reinstatement or 
for regularisation as the case may be. It is also evident that 
the claim of the 19 workmen is based on similar cause of 
action so far as their alleged disengaement is concerned 
and their claim for regularisation as per schedule of 
reference in this regard. Therefore, there is no question of 
any separate cause of action to be there and the reference 
as such is perfectly all right and its maintainability cannot 
be challenged. 

10. So far as the merit of the claim of the workmen is 
concerned, it is evident that they are said to have joined 
the service on different dates between 08-01-1985 fo 
01-10-1990 as shown in the Appendix—A to their written 
statement and according to them they have completed one 
year’s continuous service, i.e., more than 240 days work in 
a year. This fact, however, is challenged to be otherwise 
by the management which has filed another sheet alongwith 
their written statement vide Annexure-X to show the period 
of work done by them on different dates and so they have 
not so worked for 240 days in a year so as to get any such 
relief in their favour. It has come in the evidence however 
that 17 casual workmen of 46 Exchange of Calcutta 
Telephones had approached this Tribunal in Reference 
No. 10 of 1985 and the Tribunal vide Award dated 5th July, 
1989 directed their reinstatement and the same has also 
been given effect to by the management in this connection. 
It has been submitted on behalf of the workmen that the 
management having realised that the previous decision 
was in favour of the workmen, in order to deprive the 
workmen who are working in similar circumstance as such 
did not give work to the concerned workmen unless 
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necessary instructions were obtained from the higher 
authorities. It has also been alleged by them that they were 
not only given less work in each month for 5 to 15 days 
than the actual days of work done by them, they were also 
not permitted to put their signatures in the ACG-I7 
attendance rolls and therefore, representations were made 
by them from time to time against such unfair labour practice. 
On their approach made to the Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Kolkata the management was also 
asked to produce original records of attendance sheets, 
payment vouchers etc. but they did not produce the same 
there and also they did not produce the same even during 
hearing of this matter before this Tribunal so that the 
aforesaid claim and contention of the workmen could be 
shown. To support their claim and contention in this regard 
the workman have examined three witnesses viz. WW-I, 
Umesh Roy, WW-2, Bijoy Paul and WW-3, Raj Kumar 
Singh. It is alsp evident that out of 19 workmen at whose 
instance this reference is made, 11 workmen have 
withdrawn themselves from the reference as the matter has 
been amicably settled with the management to their 
satisfaction in this regard. Management, however, has 
denied the aforesaid allegations and relied on the evidence 
of number of witnesses who have been examined to 
substantiate its case set up in the written statement. On 
the perusal of the statement of the witnesses examined by 
the management, however, it is evident that according to 
them the presence of the workmen used to be recorded in 
the Register, Ext. M-i. In this connection tiie statement 
given by MW-1, Arun Kumar Ghosh goes to show that the 
four workmen, namely, Dhananjay Mondal, Phelan Ch. 
Biswas, Umesh Roy and Rajendra Prasad khad worked 
under him and he used to note their presence in the Register 
Ext. M-l. So far as the certificates filed by the workmen, 
Exts. W-3, W-5 and W-8 which were shown to him, he has 
only denied its contents but did not challenge the signatures 
of the concerned officials of the management'who in fact 
had given these certificates to them showing the work done 
by the concerned workmen for different period vide Exts, 
W-l to W-l 1. Besides him the other witness MW-2, 
Mudhusudan Biswas has also admitted in cross- 
examination that the workmen used to do their work and 
the Spicer was the best person to know W'ho had attended 
to work at a particular date. The other witness MW-3, 
Chinmoy Mitra also stated that he was not maintaining 
attendance register in respect of these workmen and that 
he used to engage them from time to time by giving slips 
and on its basis the register was maintained by the 
department. The aforesaid evidence led by the parties in 
this case as such go to show the alleged period of work 
done by the concerned workmen. 

11. It is no doubt true that the initial burden lies on 
the workmen to show that they had worked for more than 
240 days in a year and in case this has been discharged by 
them i.e., stepping in the witness box and by adducing 


cogent evidence both oral and documentry, the burden 
then shifts upon the management to prove it otherwise by 
filling the relevant document,registers,attendance sheets 
etc.and in case it is not so produced , adeverse inferance 
will naturally be drawn against the management. This is a 
settled principle of law as it has been so laid down by the 
Hona’ble Supreme Court in numbers of cases. The 
Hona’ble Superme Court in the case of municipal 
corporation, Faridabad v. Siri Nivas,2004(7) JT(SC) for 
drawing an adverse inferance in case of non-production of 
certain relevant documents has observed: 

“A court of law even in a case where provisions of 
the Indian Evidence Act apply, may presume or may 
not persume that if a party despite possesion of the 
best evidence had not produced the same ,it would 
have gone against his contentions. The matter, 
however, would be diffemt where despite direction 
by a court the evidence is withheld. Presumption as 
to adverse inference for non-production of evidence 
is always optional and one of the factor which is 
required to be taken into consideration is the 
background of facts involved in the list. The 
presumption, thus is not obligatory because not¬ 
withstanding the intentional no production,other 
circumstances may exist upon which such 
intentional non- production may be found to be 
justifiable on some reasonable grounds.” 

In Manager,Reserve Bank of India ,Banglore V s. 
S. Mani & Ors. 2005(5 ) SCC 100 a three-Judge Bench of the 
Hon’ble Superme court also consisdered the matter 
regarding the initial burden of proof to be lying on the 
workmen to show that he had completed 240 days of service 
and in this case Tribunal’s view that the burden was on the 
employer was held to be erroneous. In Batala Co-operative 
Sugar Mills Ltd v. Sowaran Singh , 2005 (7) Supreme 165 it 
was further held as that: 

“So far as the question of onus regarding working 
for more than 240 days is concerned ,as observed 
by this court in Range Forest Officer v.S.T. 
Hadimani [2002(3) SCC 25] the onus is on the 
workmen.” 

In R.M. Yellati v. The assistant Executive 
Engineer, 2006( 1) SCC 106 the decisions referred to 
above were noted and it was further observed that: 

“Analyzing the above decisions of this Court, it 
is clear that the provisions of the Evidence Act in 
terms do not apply to the proceedings under 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. However, 
applying general principals and on reading the 
aforesaid judgements, we find that this Court has 
repeatedly taken this view that the buarden of 
proof is on the claimant to show that he had worked 
for 240 days in a given year. This burden is 
discharged only upon the workmen stepping in 
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thewitness box. This burden is discharged only 
upon the workman stepping in the witness box. 
This burden is discharged only upon the workman 
adducing cogent evidence, both oral and 
documentry. In case of termination of service of 
daily waged earner, there will be no letter of 
appointment or termination. There will also be 
not receipt or prove of payment. Thus in most 
cases, the workmen (claimant) can only call upon 
the employer to produce before the court the 
nominal muster role for the given period, the 
letter of appointment or termination, if any, the 
wage register , the attendance register etc. 
Drawing adverse inference ultimately would 
depand thereafter on facts of each case. The 
above decisions however make it clear that more 
affidavits or self-serving statements made by the 
claiments/workmen will not suffice in the matter 
of discharge of the burden placed by law on the 
workmen to prove that he had woraked for 240 
days in a given year.” 

12. Considering the above legal principle as laid 
down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in order to see the 
alleged period of work done by the workmen as to whether 
they have completed 240 days in a year or not for claiming 
benefit for the same, it is evident that in this case the 
workmen have el early discharged this initial burden as set 
out by them in the written statement by producing not 
only their own oral evidence for that, but they have also 
.produced .number of documents available to them, viz. 
certificates issued to the concerned workmen vide Exts. 
W-I to W-l 1 showing in fact the number of days so worked 
by them in this regard. There is no evidence led by the 
management to prove it otherwise as stated about it in 
their written statement to show that these are forged 
certificates or that these certificates had not been so issued 
by the officials concerned who had put their signatures 
thereon. In order to rebut the said claim of the workmen 
the management could have discharged its burden by . 
producing the attendance sheet or ACG-17 vouchers so 
that the claim of the workmen could be shown to be 
otherwise. On the other hand the management has neither 
produced the attendance register nor they have produced 
any such evidence to rebut the aforesaid claim of the 
workmen in this regard. Besides that the concerned officials 
who have issued these certificates have alse not been 
examined by the management to rebut the claim of the 
workmen in this regard. Management has also not filed 
any register to show the entries made in the record so that 
the allegations made by them about it in the written 
statement could be substantiated. In view of the aforsaid 
facts ^nd circumstances and evidence led by the parties 
the claim and contention of the workmen showing the 
period of work don by them as per their evidence led by 
them in this case cannot be doubted and challenged to be 
otherwise and consequently it would be taken that they 
had so worked for more than 240 days in a year for number 


of years which is so proved by their by them oral as well as 
documentary evidence in this regard. 

13. In view of the above evidence led by the parties 
in this case it is evident that the workmen concerned have 
duly proved their case that they had worked for more than 
240 days in a year preceding their alleged date of termination 
by the Calcutta Telephone without notice and 
compensation . Since termination of their services in not 
covered by any exception under Section 2(oo) of the Act it 
clearly amounts to ‘retrenchment’and since the same had 
been effected without complying with the provisions of 
Section 25F of the Act, it is ab initio void, invalid and 
inoperative as it has been laid down by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in Mohan Lai v. Management of Bharat 
Electronics Ltd., 1981 LAB I.C. 806 that: 

“Niceties and semantices apart, termination by the 
employer of the service of workman for any reason 
whatsoever would constitute retrenchment except 
in cases excepted in the section itself. The excepted 
or excluded cases are where termination is by way of 
punishment inflicted by way of disciplinary action 
voluntary retirement of the workman, retirement of 
the workman on reaching the age of superannuation 
if the contract of employment between the workman 
concerned contains a stipulation in that behalf, and 
termination of the service of a workman on the 
ground of continued ill-health. 


Before a workman can complain of retrenchment 
being not in consonance with Section 25-F, he has 
to show that he has been in continuous service for 
not less then one year under that employer who has 
retrenched him from service, Section 25-B is the 
dictionary clause for the expression continuous 
service, 


Both on principles and on precedent it must be held 
that Section 25-B comprehends a situation where a 
workman is not in employment for a period of !2 
calendar months, but has rendered service for a 
period of 240 days within the period of 12 calendar 
months commencing and counting backwards from 
the relevant date, i.e. the date of retrenchment. It he 
has, he would be deemed to be in continuous service 
lor a period of one year for the purpose of Section 
25-B and Chapter V-A. 


....As precondition for a valid retrenchment has not 
been satisfied the termination of service is ab initio 
void invalid and inoperative. He must, therefore, be 
deemed to be in continuous service.” 
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14. In this connection it is also evident that in the 
earlier case, i.e., Reference No. 10 of 1985 this Tribunal by 
its Award dated 5-7-1989 had considered this aspect of the 
matter and directed reinstatement of 17 casual workman 
and had also granted consequential relief in their favour 
and the same was also given efffect to by the management, 
the claim of those workman had also been based on similar 
facts and allegations and the management for this had not 
been able to show the claim of the said workmen to be 
otherwise even in the case as well. It also colud not show 
the claim of the present workmen to be otherwise by 
producing any such further oral or documentary evidence 
to substantiate its plea that the concerned workman, who 
have discharged their initial onus by leading evidence 
regarding their period of work, had not so worked so as to 
be not entitled to get the relief claimed by them in this 
regard. It is also evident that even in this case out of these 
19 workman, 8 workman have already been accommodated 
by giving them regular employment once they had so 
withdrawn their claim which was also so preferred by them 
in this reference. As such, there could be no legal and valid 
justification for denying a similar benefit to the remaining 
workman who continued contesting the matter under this 
reference and whose case also had all along been based on 
similar set of facts and claim in this case like the aforesaid 
workman who had earlier put forward their claims seeking 
relief for reinstatement etc. vide Reference No. lOof 1985 
in this regard. 

15. The submission made by the Learned Advocate for 
the management in this regard is that as per schedule of 
reference the claim of the workman cannot be allowed for 
regularisation as per decision of the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
reported in 1994 LAB. I. C. 1197 and in the absence of pleadings 
in terms of reference it should be dismissed on this very ground, 
it is evident that the schedule of reference no doubt refers to 
the claim of the workman for their regularisation but as per 
their claim and contention in the written statement in this 
regard they have also challenged their termination of services 
without giving any notice and without payment of any 
compensation as required under the law. As discussed above, 
the claim of the workman can very well be considered 
alongwith all the facts for the claim as per schedule of refemce 
for the relief claimed by them as available to them including 
the relief for their reinstatement as well for the same as the 
termination of their services has already been found to be 
illegal and void ab intio in this regard. So far as the claim for 
regularisation is concerned, no doubt it has to be seen and 
considered as per rules and statutory guidelines and the 
Tribunal cannot do it as a mode of recruitment but in this case, 
tile releif claimed by the workman is based on similar claim and 
contention like their other fellow workman who were allowed 
tlie relief by the decision of this Tribunal vide Reference No. 
10 of 1985 referred before. They have also sought this relief 
like their other 8 co-workers who were absorbed when they 
had so withdrawn their claim during the pendency of this 
reference before this Tribunal and as such the relief claimed 
by them for regularisation can’t be denied to them as per 
submission of the management in this regard. 

16. It is also evident that the allegations made by the 
workmen concerned is that clearly they all had completed 


one year’s continous service and as they had legally 
acquired the status of casual workers having worked for 
number of years and like their co-workers working in similar 
terms and conditions of employment were entitled to be 
given the benefit of regularisation. As stated above it is an 
admitted fact in this regard that out of these 19 workmen 
mentioned in the schedule of the present reference, 8 
workmen have already been so accommodated by giving 
them regular employment once they had withdrawn their 
claim which was also so prefered by them under this 
refemce. There is no reasonable and legal ground as such 
to deprive the concerned 11 workman also to get the benefit 
of regularisation as they have also sought for challenging 
their termination of services for the same in this regard and 
as discussed above in the preceding paragraphs the 
termination of their sevice is already held to be illegal and 
void ab initio and inoperative. The 11 workman concerned 
as such are also entitled to get the relief sought by them for 
regularisation of their sevices as per their claim under 
schedule of reference. In view of that there could be no 
justification for termination of the services of the concerned 
workman by the management, they as such are entitled to 
get that relief of regualrisation after being so reinstated in 
services since they were illegally retrenched by the 
management in this regard, 

17. In view of the above the action of the management 
of Calcutta Telephones in not regularising the services of 
11 casual workman viz. Raj Kumar Singh, Suresh Singh, 
Rajendra Prasad, Misar Kayal, Dhananjay Mondal, Ganesh 
Ch. Dey, Gautam Samal, Umesh Roy, Phelan Ch. Biswas, 
Bijay Paul and Samar Bakuli is held to be unjustified. All 
these concerned workman be reinstated in service and 
regularised immediately and they be given halfback wages 
with all other consequential benefits from the date of the 
reference, i.e. 23-03-1995 accordingly. 

Dated, Kolkata, C. P. MISHRA, Presiding Officer 

The 24th August, 2007. 

31 3FR<T, 2007 

W.3TT. 2849.— fariK STfqPm, 1947 ( 1947 
14) £fTCT 17 ^ 

66/2006) Wl jkwRkI 

f, TRTTR Th 31-8-2007 W I 

[U-q^l-41012/163/20053uf)] 
3T5TT STpTFTtf 

New Delhi, the 31 st August, 2007 
S.O. 2849.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 66/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Kanpur 
as shown in the Annexum in the Industrial Dispute 
between the management of North Central Railway and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
31-08-2007. 

[No. L-41012/163/2005-1R (B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI R. G SHUKLA PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT 

SHRAM BHAVAN A. T. I CAMPUS, UDYOG 
NAGAR, KNAPUR, 

Industrial Dispute No. 66 of 2006 

In the matter of dispute between: 

Sri KKChauhan Central Vice President 
Indian Raliway Loco Running Men Organisation 
House No. 512-D, Company Bagh Tundla 
District Firoazabad, U.P. 

And 

The Divisional Railway Manager 
North Central Railway Allahabad U.P 

AWARD 

1. Central Goverment, MOL, New Delhi vide notification 
No. L- 41012/163/2005 IR(B-II) dated 01-09-2006, has 
referred the following dispute for adjudication to this 
tribuanl:- 

Kya Rail Prabandhan NCR Tundla Ke dwara 
Sri KK Chauhan Vidyut Chalak ko Dandadesh 
Sankya DEE /RSO /6/DAR-11/926/191 dinank 
15-04-2002 ke dwara Vetan Vradhi 2 varsho ke rok 
aur appeal ke pashchat vradhi par ek varsh ke rok ka 
dand diya jana uchit avam nyaya sangat hai? Yadi 
nahi to karmakar kis anutosh ka adhikari hai? 

2. In the instant case after receipt of the reference order 
from the Ministry registered notices to the parties were 
sent on 5-11-06, 5-10-06 and lastly on 14-05-07 but none 
has trumed up from the side of the union raising the dispute 
nor any statement of claim was filed. It therefore, appears 
that the union raising the claim is not inclined to contest 
the claim before the tribunal. Therefore, the reference is 
bound to be answered against the union for want of 
pleadings and proof. 

3. Accordingly reference is is answered in negative and 
against the union raising the dispute for want of pleadings 
and proof. 

R. G. SHUKLA, Presiding Officer 
31 3TTRT, 2007 

2850.—3fteilRi=b 1947 (1947 

14) 17 ^ ^ 3W 

#3, SFJSIPi Rod ^#*1 TRoRK aMfw 

^ fTc#W (^4 WIT 175/2004) ^ 
t, 31-8-07 W^3TT «JI1 

[R. T^T-12012/163/2004-RT|31R(^-l)] 
Rofq 

New Delhi, the 31 st August, 2007 

S.O. 285,0.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 


Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 175/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court II New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of State 
Bank of Hyderabad and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 31-08-2007. 

. [No. L-l 2012/163/2004-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL-TR1BUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II NEW DELHI 
Presiding Officer: R. N. Rai. 1. D. No.175/2004 
Present: Sh B. K. Prasad -1st Party 

Sh. Pramod Kumar -2nd Party 
In The Matter Of :- 
Shri Roshan Lai, 

C/o. Room No. 95, Barrack No. I/I0, 

Jam Nagar House, Shahjahan Road, 

New Delhi-110011. 

Versus 

1. The Management of M/s. State Bank of 
Hyderabad, Chandani Choke Branch, 

G-657 -671, Sant Bhawan, 

Chandani Choke, Delhi-110 006. 

2. The Regional Manager, 

State Bank of Hyderabad, 

Regional Office, Region -II, 

882, East Park Road, Karol Bagh, 

New Dehli. 

3. The Dy. General Manager, 

State Bank of Hyderabad, 

Rachna Sansad Building, 

1st Floor,278, Sankar Chanekar Marg, 

Prabha Devi, Mumbai-25. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-l 2012/12/163/ 
2004-(IR(B-I) CENTRAL GOVERNMENTDT. 16-11-2004 
has referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder:- 

“Whether the action of the Regional Manager, State Bank 
of Hyderabad, 882,1 st Floor, East Park Road, Karol Bagh, 
New Delhi in terminating/discontinuing the service of Shri 
Roshan Lai, S/o Sh. Mange Ram. Peon w.e.f 28-04-2003 
and not to give full salary of Peon from 05-01-1997 is just, 
valid and legal? If not, to what re lief the workman is entitled 
for and what directions are necessary in the matter.” 

The workman applicant has filed statement of claim. 

It has been stated therein that he worked continuously 
from 05-09-1997 at Rs.740 per month. 

That he was appointed after interview and he 
performed his duties from 9:00 AM to 6:00 PM 

That during his period of employment he was not 
given appointment letter, minimum wages, earned leave, 
casual leave and OT. He was deprived of all these facilities. 

That the management has taken the employees Raj 
Kumar alias Raju, Pratap Singh and Kartar Singh on regular 


3855 GI/2007—59 
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basis whereas this workman performed duties for a longer 
period than the above said workmen. 

That the workman was refused duty on 28-04-2003 
orally telling him that a letter has been received from the 
Hd. for not taking him on duty. The workman was not 
given that letter of the Hd. Office but his services were 
terminated arbitrarily and illegally. 

That the workman has not been given any show 
cause notice or chargesheet. 

That the workman has not been paid notice pay, 
retrenchment compensation and encashment of earned 
leave under the provisions of the ID Act, 1947. There is 
clear violation of Section 25 F ofthe ID Act, 1947. 

That the management has retained the junior work¬ 
men and removed the services of this workman illegally. 

The management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has been stated that when the matter in 
question was pending before the Hon’ble ALC (C), K.G. 
Marg, New Delhi vide order No. L-12012/163/2004-1R (B-1) 
dated 16-11-2004 the respondent bank submitted its de¬ 
tailed written statement along with annexures and it is re¬ 
quested that the contents of written statement along with 
all annexures may kindly be perused before passing any 
appropriate order in this case. And it is clear in this case 
that the claim of the claimant is neither maintainable on the 
basis of facts nor as well as law. 

That the claim of the claimant is neither maintainable 
on the basis of facts nor as well as law. 

That the claimant is not a workman as alleged by him. 

That no cause of action ever arose in favour of the 
claimant and against the respondent bank at any point of 
time since the claimant was never appointed by the 
respondent bank. 

It is submitted that the petitioner was not appointed 
in any permanent vacancy and or any appointment letter 
was issued. 

The petitioner never worked continuously even as 
casual labour/daily wager. If there is any additional work 
or if regular staff goes on leave and depending upon con¬ 
tingency.. sometimes the petitioner was engaged as a 
casual labour. Therefore, this does not give any legal right 
for regularization in service. Daily rated workers/contin¬ 
gent workers are not holder of any post. In absence of any 
post or vacancy or a statutory provision or a rule, the 
petitioner cannot be entitled for regularization. Even 
assuming engaging a person as a casual labour does not 
attribute to any legal status as per Hon’ble Apex Court 
Judgment AIR 1994 SC 1635. The Branch Manager has not . 
power to appoint anybody in the service of the bank. So 
they are engaged by the Branch and they cannot be regu¬ 
larized as it is illegality in terms of SC Judgment 2005 LAB 
1C pages 1425. Further it is submitted that the question of 
termination or applicability of Section 25 F of the ID Act, 

1947 does not arise as the petitioner is not in service or 
workman within the meaning of ID Act, 1947. 

That it wrong to suggest that the claimant was ever 
appointed by the respondent bank at any point of time as 
alleged. It is further wrong to suggest that the claimant 
was ever appointed as a peon on 05-01-1997 as alleged at 


monthly salary of Rs. 740 per month as alleged. It is hum¬ 
bly submitted that the employment in the bank is through 
employment exchange and through proper channel. The 
branch of the bank has no discretion to appoint anyone for 
any post. If there is regular post in the bank, demand will 
be made from employment exchange to send names of 
candidates for selecting suitable. The claimant was never 
appointed by the respondent bank. The claimant was 
engaged as casual labour on daily petty cash basis for 
attending petty work. 

The claimant is not workman as alleged. It is wrong 
to suggest that the claimant was working with Chandani 
Chowk Branch of respondent bank since 9:00 AM till 6:00 
PM as alleged. 

The claimant was engaged as casual labour on cash 
basis for attending petty jobs. And the claimant is not 
entitled for any claim as alleged. 

It has already submitted that the claimant was en¬ 
gaged as casual labour on cash basis for attending petty 
jobs. There was no requirement for any notice or charge- 
sheet as alleged. 

The claimant is not entitled for any claim as alleged. 
It is wrong to suggest that there was any violation of man¬ 
datory provisions of Section 25 F ofthe ID Act, 1947. 

There is no question of preference as alleged. It has 
already submitted that the claimant was engaged as casual 
labour on cash basis for attending petty jobs. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In the 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim state¬ 
ment and has denied most of the paras of the written state¬ 
ment. The management has also denied most of the paras 
of the claim statement. 

Evidence of the both the parties has been taken. 

Heard argument from both the sides and perused the 
papers on the record. 

From perusal of the pleadings of the parties the fol¬ 
lowing issues arise for adjudication. 

1. Whether the workman has performed 240 days 
duty as alleged? 

2. Whether the workman is entitled to reinstatement? 

3. To what amount of back wages the workman is 
entitled? 

4. Reliefifany? 

Issue No. 1. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
he worked regularly for 7 years continuously at last drawn 
wages of Rs.740. His services have been illegally termi¬ 
nated. 

The workman has filed Ex.WW-1/1, Identity Card. 
He has been appointed on part time on Rs. 390. This letter 
has been issued on 11-01-1998. EX.WW-1/2 is a letter re¬ 
garding regularization of temporary employees.The work¬ 
man has been placed at SI. NO.l as SC candidate and his 
place of work has been shown at Chandni Chowk. This 
letter has been issued by the AGM to the Dy. AGM for 
regularization of the services of this workman. 

EX.WW-1/3 is Identity Card. The workman has been 
designated as Peon. 
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The management has not denied these documents. 
These documents establish that the workman was engaged 
initially as part time worker. In 1998 he was designated as 
Peon and on 22-01 -2001 the committee constituted for regu¬ 
larization of temporary employees/daily wagers has rec¬ 
ommended the name of Sh. Roshan Lai for regularization. 
These documents go a long way to prove that the work¬ 
man has worked continuously for 7 years and he has com¬ 
pleted 240 days at least in the year 1997, 1998,1999,2000, 
2001 & 2002. He was engaged on 05-09-1997 and he worked 
up to 28-04-2003 as Peon. 

It was submitted from the side of the management that 
the claimant was not appointed by the respondent bank 
against any permanent vacancy. No appointment 
letter has been issued to him. He has worked as casual labour/ 
daily wager on leave vacancy and during contingency. It 
does not give any legal right to him for regularization. 

It was further submitted that daily wagers/contin¬ 
gent workers are not holders of any post. Thus, the man¬ 
agement has tacitly admitted that the workman has worked 
for the period 05-01 -1997 to 28-04-2003 as alleged. 

The management has not denied the working of the 
workman. The plea is that he worked as daily wager and he 
has no right of regularization. 

Thus, it is found proved that the workman has per¬ 
formed 240 days work in each year of 1997, 1998, 1999, 
2000,2001 & 2002. This issue is decided accordingly, 

Issue No. 2. 

It was submitted from the side of the bank that rein¬ 
statement is not the only relief in all the cases of illegal 
termination. Section 11 A ofthe I D Act, 1947 provides for 
payment of compensation also. 

It was submitted from the side ofthe workman that 
compensation is payable in cases where an undertaking 
has become sick or it has been closed or it is in economic 
loss. It has not been established that the bank is in eco¬ 
nomic loss and it is a sick Industry. 

My attention was drawn by the Ld. Counsel ofthe 
workman to 2000 LLR 523 State of UP and Rajender Singh. 
The Hon’ble Apex Court ordered for reinstatement with 
full back wages as the services of the daily wager cleaner 
who worked for 4 years was dispensed with without fol¬ 
lowing the procedure for retrenchment. In the instant case 
also no retrenchment compensation has been paid. This 
case law squarely covers the instant case. 

It has been held in 1978 Lab IC 1668 that in case 
service of a workman is terminated illegally the nonnal rule 
is to reinstate him with full back wages. 

My attention was further drawn to AIR 2002 SC 1313. 
The Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that daily wager even 
if serving for a short period should be reinstated. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that in 
the instant case Sections 25 F, G ofthe ID Act are attracted. 

In section 25 of the I D Act it has been provided that if a 
workman has performed 240 days work and if the work is of 
continuous and regular nature he should be given pay in 
lieu of notice and retrenchment compensation. 


It has been held by the Hon’ble Apex Court that 
there is no cessation of service in case provisions of sec¬ 
tion 25 F are not complied. In the instant case no compen¬ 
sation has been paid to the workman. 

In case a workman has worked for 240 days in a year 
and the work is of continuous and regular nature he should 
be paid retrenchment compensation. In case retrenchment 
compensation is not paid section 25 F of the ID Act is 
attracted. There is no cessation of his services. He is 
deemed continued in service in the eye of law. In case 
there is breach of section 25 F the service is continued and 
reinstatement follows as a natural consequence. It has not 
been denied that the work is not of continuous nature. 

ID Act, 1947 has been enacted to safeguard the in¬ 
terest ofthe workmen belonging to poor segment of soci¬ 
ety. It appears that legislature wanted that such workmen 
should not be harassed un-necessarily so section 25 F, U, 
T and Clause 10 of Vth Schedule have been enacted. The 
objects and reasons of ID Act, 1947 show that the respon¬ 
dent management should not be permitted to indulge in 
any unfair labour practice. The workman should not be 
engaged for years and then they should be removed alt of 
a sudden. There is provision of retrenchment compensa¬ 
tion for his removal. Retrenchment compensation is for 
compensating him otherwise so that he can survive long 
interregnum of unemployment. In the instant case no re¬ 
trenchment compensation has been paid. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the Hon’ble Apex Court in 2006 (4) Scale has put down 
a complete ban on regularization and reinstatement. The 
Hon’ble Apex Court has held that employment can only be 
made on the basis of procedure established in that behalf 
envisaged by the Constitution. Equality of opportunity is 
the hallmaik and the Constitution enshrines affirmative 
action to ensure that unequals are not treated equals. So 
public employment should be in terms of constitutional 
scheme. 

It was further submitted that the Constitution Bench 
Judgment has afforded a right according to which the gov¬ 
ernment is not precluded from making temporary appoint¬ 
ments or engaging workers on daily wages. 

The Hon’ble Apex Court has not declared the provi¬ 
sions of ID Act un-constitutional. The Government has 
got no license to make always appointment of daily wagers 
and to continue them for life time. Fixed term tenure ap¬ 
pointments and temporary appointments cannot be the 
rule of public employment. At the time of making tempo¬ 
rary appointments Articles 14, 16,21,23, 226 & 309 are 
infringed. There is no constitutional mandate that the gov¬ 
ernment is at liberty to go on giving fixed term appoint¬ 
ments for the entire tenure of service of an employee. 

No such Article of the Constitution has been pointed 
out under which the Government or Public Sector units 
can continue incessantly to give temporary and fixed term 
appointments again and again. Since fixed term appoint¬ 
ments and temporary, appointments are not governed by 
any constitutional scheme, such discrimination will amount 
to vicious discretion. The Government of Public Sector 
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unit will go on resorting to the method of pick and choose 
policy and give temporary and adhoc appointments to their 
favorites and thus the principles of equality enshrined in 
the constitution will be given a go bye. Such is not the 
intent of the Hon’ble Apex Court. However, in this judg¬ 
ment the provisions of the ID Act governing the services 
of the workman have not been declared un-constitutional. 


Reinstatement is the remedy provided in the ID Act for 
breach of several provisions enumerated therein or for 
breach of service rules provided in various labour welfare 


legislations. 


It was been further held in this case that payment of 
back wages having discretionary element involved it is to 
be dealt with the facts and circumstances of the case. No 
definite formula can be evolved. 

It has been further held in this case that payment of 
back wages in its entirety is the statutory sanction. In (2003) 
4 SCC 27 the Hon’ble Apex Court held that in view of delay 
in raising the dispute and initiating the proceedings back 
wages need not be allowed. In the instant case there is no 
delay at least on the part of the workman in raising the 
dispute. 


Section 11 A of the ID Act stipulates that in case the 
Tribunal is satisfied that the order of discharge or dis¬ 
missal was not justified, it may, by its award, set aside the 
order of discharge or dismissal and direct reinstatement of 
the workman on such terms and conditions, if any, as it 
thinks fit or give such other relief to the workman including 
the award of any lesser punishment in lieu of discharge or 
dismissal as the circumstance of the case may require. 
According to this benign provision this Tribunal has the 
authority to set aside the order of discharge or dismissal 
and reinstate the workman on the terms and conditions as 
it thinks fit. 

The Hon’ble Apex Court in 2006 (4) Scale has not 
annulled section 11 A of the ID Act and the legislature has 
authorized this Tribunal to set aside dismissal or discharge 
on its consideration and direct reinstatement. The judg¬ 
ment cited by the management is not applicable in the facts 
and circumstances of the case. 

A three Judges bench of the Hon’ble Apex Court 
has held in 1993 -11 - LLJ that termination of services af¬ 
fects the livelihood of not only of the employee but also of 
the dependents. So in case of illegal termination of service 
the workman should be reinstated. 

Reinstatement should not be misconceived as regu¬ 
larization. By the order of reinstatement the status quo 
ante of the workman is restored. He is given back wages in 
order to compensate him for his illegal dis-engagement. 
This is a special remedy provided in ID Act and it has not 
been annulled and set aside by any judgment ofthe Hon’ble 
Apex Court. The provisions of the ID Act are still constitu¬ 
tional and they are to be given effect too. 


In 1978 Lab IC 1968 - three Judges Bench ofthe 
Hon’ble Apex Court held that payment of full back wages 
is the normal rule. In case services have been illegally ter¬ 
minated either by dismissal or discharge or retrenchment, 
in such circumstance the workman is entitled to full back 
wages except to the extent he was gainfully employed dur¬ 
ing the enforced idleness. In the instant case the workman 
was always ready to work but he was not permitted on 
account of invalid act of the employer. 

In 2005 IV AD SC 39 - three Judges Bench of the 
Hon’ble Apex Court held that reinstatement with full back 
wages is justified. In this case the workman has performed 
more than 240 days work and he has been retrenched with¬ 
out payment of compensation and pay in lieu of notice. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that reinstatement is not the only remedy. In such cases 
the workman may be given compensation. Section 11 A of 
the ID Act, 1947 provides that in case of dismissal or dis¬ 
charge is found illegal reinstatement should be ordered. It 
has been held in a catena of cases by the Hon’ble Apex 
Court that reinstatement with full back wages is the normal 
rule. The statute provides for reinstatement. In certain ex¬ 
ceptional cases where the undertaking has been closed 
down or it has become sick there may be order for payment 
of compensation. 

In view ofthe facts and circumstances of the present 
case the workman is entitled to 50% back wages as he is a 
manual worker and he must be doing some manual work off 
and on. 

Issue No. 4. 


In case the workman is reinstated with back wages 
the respondents have every right, after payment of back 
wages and reinstatement, to retrench him validly following 
the principles of first come last go so that section 25, G & H 
of the ID Act are not violated. 

In view of the law cited above and the facts pertain¬ 
ing in this case, the workman is entitled to reinstatement. 
This issue is decided accordingly. 

Issue No. 3. 

it was submitted by the management that payment 
of full back wages is not the natural consequence of the 
order of discharge or dismissal being set aside. It has been 
held in (2003) 6 SCC 141 that it is incumbent upon the 
labour court to decide the quantum of back wages. 


The workman is entitled to reinstatement with 50% 
back wages. 

The reference is replied thus: 

The action ofthe Regional Manager, State Bank of 
Hyderabad, 882, 1 st Floor, East Park Road, Karol Bagh, 
New Delhi in terminating/discontinuing the service of Shri 
Roshan LaI,.S/o. Sh. Mange Ram, Peon w.e.f. 28-04-2003 
and not to give full salary of Peon from 05-01-1997 is nei¬ 
ther just nor valid nor legal. The management should rein¬ 
state the workman along with 50% back wages within two 
months from the date of the publication of the award. 

The award is given accordingly. 

Date 29-08-2007 R. N. Rai, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 6th September, 2007 

S.O. 2851. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I. D. Case No.2/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the manage-ment of Orissa Mining Corporation Ltd. and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
G ov emment on 6-9-07, 

[No. L-27012/7/2005-1R(M)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 
PRESENT 

Shri N. K. R. Mohapatra, 

Presiding Officer, C. G. I. T.-Cum-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneswar 

Industrial Dispute Case No. 2/2006 
Date of Passing Award, 13th August, 2007 
BETWEEN 

The Management of the Managing 
Director, Orissa Mining Corporation Ltd., 

O.M.C. House, Bhubaneswar—751001 

... 1st Party-Management 

AND 

Their Workman, Shri Manoj Kr. Das, 

Represented through the General Secretary, 

Orissa Mining Workers Federation, C/o. OMC Ltd., 

OMC House, Bhubaneswar, Orrisa-751001. 

... 2nd Party-Union 

APPEARANCES 

Authorized ...For 1st Party Management 

Representative 

Shri A. K. Samal, ...For 2nd Party Union 

General Secretary 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of Powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) have referred the following 
dispute for adjudication vide their Order No. L-27012/7/ 
2005-IR (M), Dated 24-1 -2006:— 


“Whether the action of the Management of M/s. 
Orissa Mining Corporation Ltd. is not providing equal 
pay for equal work to Shri Manoj Kumar Das as was 
being given to his regular counterparts engaged in 
the establishment are not regularizing him in the 
permanent post considering his length of service in 
permanent/perennial nature of job is justified: If not, 
what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

2. After receipt of the above reference the 2nd Party- 
Federation was noticed for filing of his statement of claim. 
Instead of filing of his statement of claim the Federation 
today i. e. on 13-8-2007 filed a petition enclosing thereto a 
minutes of discussion held between the Management and 
the Federation on 15-5-2007 and contended to pass an 
award as per the terms of such discussion amounting to 
settlement. 

3. From the above quoted terms of reference one can 
make out a proposition as if two distinct aspects have 
been referred for adjudication. But from the manner in which 
the words have been couched it can be concluded that the 
real intention behind such reference is only to examine the 
factum of regularization of the workman. On perusal of the 
minutes of discussion it is gathered that the Management 
and the Federation have agreed to place before the Board 
Committee and the Director, a proposal to give non- 
permanent status to the DRMP workers within the criteria 
fixed subject to the approval of the State Government. Para- 
3 of the minutes of discussion held between the parties 
further makes it clear that the report of the H. O. Committee 
given in respect of revision of wages of DRMP workers 
has also been scheduled to be discussed between the 
parties and if necessary a revised wage structure has been 
decided to be given effect to with the approval of the 
appropriate authority. The relevant paras of the true 
discussion made between the parties are extracted 
hereunder for general appreciation:— 

Para-2 To bring the DRM P workers to NP Category 

The Management informed that the proposal for 
bringing the DRMP employees to Non-Permanent category 
was placed in the last meeting of the Board of Directors 
held on 23-3-2007 and the Board advised that the matter 
may be examined by the Board Committee on Personnel 
and Sri D. K. Roy, Director. However, the Management 
agreed to expedite the matter and to place the proposal 
again in the ensuing Board meeting for its consideration as 
per the criteria fixed and sending the same to Government 
for approval. The Unions demanded for conversion of 
DRMP, to NPE may be effective from 1 -1 -2007 would also 
be placed before the Board for consideration. 

Para-3 Revision of Wages of DRMP workers and PR 
Miners 

It was informed that the HO Committee has already 
submitted its report and discussion with concerned Unions 
has been scheduled to be held on 21 -5-2007 for the purpose. 
After consultation, the revised wage structure would be 
given effect to with the approval of appropriate authority. 

4. With refemce to the above minutes of discussion 
it is submitted by the Federation that when the Management 
has come forward to provide service and pay protection to 
the DRMP workers and the workman being one such 
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worker, the dispute raised earlier (referring to the terms of 
reference) has already lost all its vigor for its further 
adjudication and as such an award may be passed in terms 
of the joint decision reflected above. 

5. As I find there is much force in the submission of 
the Federation. When the management has come forward 
to provide a common solution to the problems of the DRMP 
workers like the workman in question, the same shall not 
be allowed to be defeated by keeping the reference pending 
as the decision so taken by the parties provides an 
ostensible answer to the reference. 

6. Accordingly an award is passed in terms of the 
abo%'e settlement reached between the parties. 

N. K. R. MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
^ ire#, 6 2007 
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[U P^-29012/172/98/3U|.3?K.(PTr) ] 

[U P^-29012/173/98/^.3RL(Trq)] 
tr^T. PTT. 

New Delhi, the 6th September, 2007 

S.O. 2852.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. C. R. 
No. 18/1999 & 20/1999) of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribupal-cum-Labour Court Bangalore now as 
shown in the Anhexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of Mysore 
Minerals Limited and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 6-9-07. 

[No. L-29012/172/98-1 R(M)3 
[No. L-290.12/172/98-1 R(M)] 
N, S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
BANGALORE 


Dated 14th August, 2007 

PRESENT 


Shri A. R. Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 18/1999 


I Party 

Smt. Suvama, W/o Narayan, 
C/o Sarai Angadi 
Venkta Laxmamma, 
Yeggedahalli, 

Nanjungud Taluk, 

Mysore, Karnataka State 


11 Party 

The Chairman & Managing 
Director, 

Mysore Minerals Limited, 
No. 39. M. G. Road 
Bangalore-560001 
Karnataka State 


C. R. No. 20/1999 

1 Party II Praty 

Shri Narayana The Chairman & Managing 

S/o Venkatappa, Director, 

C/o Sarai Angadi Venkata Mysore Minerals Limited, 
Laxamma, No. 39. M. G. Road 

Hullahalli Hobli, Bangalore-560001 

Nanjangud Tk, Karnataka State 

Mysore 

COMMON AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2A of the Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred these 
disputes vide order Nos. L-29012/172/98/1R (M) & L-29012/ 

173/98/1R (M) dated 1st March 1999 for adjudication on 
the following schedules :— 

SCHEDULE (CR No. 18/1999) 

“Whether the termination of Smt. Suvama, Mazdoor, 
Asuli Manganese Mines by the management of 
M/s. Mysore Minerals Ltd is justified? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

SCHEDULE (C R No. 20/1999) 

“Whether the termination of Shri Narayana, Mazdoor, 
by the management of M/s. Mysore Minerals Ltd is 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to ?” 

2. These two cases are taken up together for disposal 
as involved common question of facts and law for the sake 
of convenience and to avoid overlapping. 

3. The case of the first party workman (in CR No. 18/ 
1999), Smt. Suvama as made out in the claim Statement, 
relevant for the purpose in brief is that she had been 
working with the management company as a Mazdoor at 
Karya Manganese Mines near Karya Village of Nanjangud 
taluk, Mysore district having joined the services on 
23-8-1988. She had been discharging her duties honestly 
and sincerely all along; that she was transferred from the 
aforesaid mines to the Asuli Manganese Mines on 
29-6-1995 along with other workmen and accordingly she 
joined duty at Asuli Mines on 7-7-1995; that she applied 
for leave on medical grounds and after having availed the 
leave when she reported for duty, the manager of the said 
Asuli Mines refused to give her work on the ground that 
disciplinary action has been contemplated against her for 
certain charges of misconduct. Thereupon, without issuing 
any charge sheet or any notice of enquiry she was 
dismissed from service vide order dated 19-9-1996. 
Therefore, she contended that the aforesaid dismissal order 
was against the principles of natural justice, contrary to 
the certified standing orders of the company and also illegal 
and unjustified. In the result, she requested this tribunal to 
pass an award setting aside the dismissal order with all 
consequential benefits including back wages and 
continuity of service. 

4. The management by its counter Statement, not 
disputing the fact that the first party was working with its 
mines since from 23-8-1988 having joined the service as 
Mazdoor, denied the allegation that she was refused work 
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by the Manager of the Asuli Mines when she came to 
report for duty. The management contended that ever since 
the first party reported for duty at Asuli Mines, she was in 
the habit of abstaining from work frequently and 
unauthorisedly and therefore, she was served with three 
memos dated 23-1-1996, 5-2-1996 & 18-2-1996 through 
registered post. However, the first party remained absent 
from duty unauthorisedly and never sent any 
communication for her continuous unauthroised absence 
from duty. Therefore, as per Clause 11 (2) (e) of the Certified 
Standing Orders of the Company, absence of an employee 
from duties for more than 10 days being considered as a 
serious misconduct, disciplinary action was taken against 
the first party by ordering an enquiry into the matter of 
unauthorised absence by the first party; that the first party 
did not attend the enquiry held on 23-3-1996 therefore, the 
management got published a notice in the local Kannada 
Daily on 9-6-1996 asking the first party to report for duty 
within 7 days, but of no consequence. Finally she was 
served with show cause notice dated 3-8-1996 once again 
advising her to report for duty with her explanation for her 
long unauthorised absence from duty. She did not respond 
to the said notice therefore, the management having no 
alternative, dismissed the first party from the services of 
Jhe company w.e.f. 19-9-1996. Therefore, the management 
contended that the dismissal order passed against the first 
party was legal and justified and so also in accordance 
with the principles of natural jus-' e and the reference is 
liable to be dismissed. 

5. The case of the first party workman, Shri Narayana 
involved in CR No. 20/199 as made out in the claim 
statement, in brief, is that he joined t u e services of the 
management company as a Mazdoor at Karya 
Manganeese Mines in Karya Village ofNanjangud Taluk 
on 26-5-1982 and was discharging his duties honestly 
and diligently throughout; that he was transferred from 
Kaiya Mines to Asuli Manganeese Mines on 10-7-1996, 
however, the Manager of the Asuli Mines refused him to 
give the work on the ground that there is no vacancy of 
Watchman Post in the Asuli mines; that he submitted 
several representations to the management personally as 
well as by post seeking reinstatement in service but to his 
shock and surprise he received dismissal order from the 
management dismissing him from service w.e.f. 7-4-1997 
without any opportunity given to him much less any 
enquiry conducted against him. Therefore, he averred that 
the act of the Manager of the Asuli Mines in refusing him 
work w.e.f. 7-4-1997 amounts to illegal termination and is 
liable to be set aside at the hands of this tribunal. 

6. The management by its counter statement, not 
disputing the fact that the first party was working as a 
Mazdoor in the aforesaid Karya Mines having joined the 
services in the year 1982, however, contended that since 
from the date the first party reported for duty at Asuli 
Mines was in the habit of remaining absent from duty 
frequently and to that he was served with three memos 
dated 27-10-1995, 10-11-1995 and 22-11-1995 for his 
unauthorised absence from duty. He did not respond to 
those memos and therefore, the management acting under 
Clause 11 (2)(e) of the Certified Standing Orders of the 
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company ordered Domestic Enquiry against him. The 
enquiry officer with due enquiry notice to the first party 
held the sitting of enquiry on 6-1-1996 but the first party 
did not attend the enquiry, then notice was published in 
the local Daily Newspaper on 10-3-1996 calling upon the 
first party to report for duty within 7 days failing which 
action will be taken to terminate his services. He did not 
avail the said opportunity. Finally show cause notice dated 
6-6-1996 was issued to the first party from the head office 
of the company asking the first party to report for duty 
within 7 days along with his explanation. The first party 
did not report for duty nor sent any communication about 
his long unauthorised absence. Therefore, the management 
had no alternative but to dismiss the first party from his 
services w.e.f. 7-4-1997. 

7. From the order sheet maintained by this tribunal 
in both the cases (they were being taken up for hearing 
simultaneously), it would appear that after the pleadings 
of the parties were completed, the matter came to be posted 
for evidence to be adduced on behalf of the management 
keeping in viqw the schedule reference points. The 
management made appearance through counsel, Shri TPS 
and whereas, the first party workmen in both the cases 
were being represented by Shri Mohan Kumar said to be 
the President, Mysore Minerals Ltd. workers Union, 
Hullahalli Nanjangud Taluk. It is revealed from the order 
sheet that on 29-12-2004 the right of the management to 
adduce evidence was taken closed and thereupon the 
matter came to be posted for evidence to be let by its parties. 
On 16-3-2005, the management through counsel filed 
interim application to recall the aforesaid order dated 
29-12-2004 and also filed an affidavit of the management 
witness. The first party workmen were not present nor they 
were represented through the said union representative, 
The matter came to be adjourned for the say of the first 
party workmen on the above said application. On 
20-4-2005, when the matter was taken up for hearing though 
the first party workmen were present and their Union 
Representative did not appear. Therefore, after having heard 
the counsel for the second party, the aforesaid interim 
application was allowed and the affidavit of the management 
witness was taken on record and case came to be adjourned 
for the purpose of cross examination of management 
witness (MW 1) to the next date. On 18-10-2005, MW I was 
recalled and in his further examination in chief documents 
at EX.Ml to M6 were marked (in both the cases). Once 
again the matter came to be adjourned for his cross 
examination, there being no representative for the first party 
workmen. On 3-1-2006 this tribunal after having gone 
though the pleadings of the parties noticed that the order 
terminating the services of the first party workmen were 
passed by the management after conducting a Domestic 
Enquiry against them and on the basis of the findings of 
the Enquiry Officer who held enquiry against them. 
Therefore, the court thought it proper to frame a preliminary 
issue on the point as to “whether the enquiry conducted 
against the first party by the second party is fair and proper” 
and then the matter came to be posted for evidence of the 
management on Domestic enquiry issue. Thereupon, the 
matter came to be adjourned from time to time for evidence 
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of the Second party to be adduce on the above said 
Domestic Issue. On 1-2-2007, the request of the 
management to adduce evidence was refused as several 
opportunities were already given to the management to 
adduce evidence on the said issue and the matter came to 
be posted for evidence of first part workmen. First party 
workmen also did not lead evidence. On 25-6-2007, when 
the cases have taken up for hearing, there was no 
representation for the first party workmen and one 
Mr. Anand Kumar, Assistant Office Superintendent 
appearing for the management sought adjournment of the 
case on the ground that their lawyer has not come. This 
request of the management was not granted and then the 
court recorded a finding on the above said issue to the 
effect that the Domestic Enquiry held against the first party 
was not fair and proper. The court after having gone 
through the counter statement filed by the management 
noticed that there was no plea as such taken by the 
management to lead fresh evidence to prove the charges 
of misconduct leveled against the first party workmen in 
case the Domestic Enquiries were held to be defective for 
one reason or the other. Therefore, proceedings were taken 
as closed and cases are posted this day for award. 

8. Now, therefore, as things stand, the so called 
Domestic Enquiries said to have been held against the first 
party workmen have been set aside by this tribunal holding 
that they are not fair and proper, at the same time we have 
got no evidence on the part of the management to 
substantiate the charges of misconduct leveled against 
the first party workmen. Even assuming for a moment, if we 
take into consideration the aforesaid statement of MW1 
by way of affidavit and the documents produced in both 
the cases marked at EX.M 1 to M6 respectively, the charges 
of misconduct leveled against the first party workmen 
cannot be taken to be proved though the aforesaid affidavit 
statement of MW1 has not been subjected to cross 
examination by the first party. The above said statement 
of MW 1 is just the replica of the various averments made 
by the management in the Counter Statement. If we look 
into those averments and scrutinize them closely with 
reference to the contentions taken in the counter statement 
also, it can be very well revealed that, infect, there was no 
Domestic Enquiry as such conducted against the first party 
workmen by affording any reasonable opportunity by way 
of notice of enquiry served upon them at any point of time. 
The documents at EX. M1 to M6 produced :n both the case 
do not disclose the fact of service of the enquiry notices 
upon the first party workmen. From the very stand taken 
by the management at para 5 of the counter statement as 
well as at para 5 of the affidavit of the management witness 
(MW 1) it becomes highly doubtful as to whether there 
was any enquiry conducted against the first party much 
less resulting into any findings rendered by the Enquiry 
Officer. The contentions in the counter statement as well 
as the averments in the affidavits read to the effect that 
after the first party did not attend the enquiry, the Enquiry 
notices were published in the local Daily newspaper giving 
directions to the first party workmen to report for duty 
within 7 days. From this statement made by the management 
in the counter statement, itself, it will be abundantly clear 


that there was no proper enquiry held or conducted against 
the first party workmen. If there was any enquiry conducted 
and the first party workmen remained absent before the 
Enquiry Officer, then it is not understandable rather 
unbelievable as to what prompted the management once 
again to publish a notice in the local Daily paper calling 
upon the first party workmen to report for duty. The natural 
consequence which should have followed if at all any 
Domestic Enquiry was conducted against the first party 
workmen, was by way of findings of the enquiry officer 
being submitted to hold the first party workmen guilty of 
the charges and then on the basis of those findings the 
first party workmen could have been dismissed from 
services. But as could be read from the aforesaid 
contentions taken in the Counter Statement, after the so 
called enquiry was said to have been held on a particular 
date there were no enquiry findings as such submitted by 
the enquiry officer. On the other hand, a notice was 
published in the Daily newspaper calling upon them to 
attend duty within 7 days. The further reading of the 
contention would disclose that even after the publication 
of the said notice once again the management issued show 
cause notice to the first party workmen calling upon them 
to report for duty along with the explanation for their 
unauthorised absence. That means to say that there was 
no findings of the enquiry officer available to the 
management and the termination/dismissal order passed 
against the first party workmen infect was not based upon 
those findings. The management before this tribunal 
produced the so called enquiry reports marked at Ex. M5 in 
both the cases, separately. From the perusal of those 
enquiry reports one can never say that these are the 
findings of the enquiry officer holding the workman guilty 
of the charges. The reading of the aforesaid reports 
disclosed that the enquiry officer concerned after having 
held the enquiry sitting on a particular date reported the 
management that the first party workmen did not attend 
the enquiry and therefore, appropriate legal action will be 
taken against them. These reports do not disclose or refer 
to any oral or documentary evidence nor there is any finding 
given by the enquiry officer on the point that the first party 
were held guilty of any misconduct much less the 
misconduct of unauthorised absence. The other documents 
produced by the management are the aforesaid memos said 
to have been sent to the first party workmen calling upon 
them to report for duty. Therefore, there is no evidence 
forthcoming before this tribunal worth credence in the first 
instance to suggest that there was any Domestic Enquiry 
held against the first party workmen that too after due 
notices to them. Secodly, there are no findings of the 
enquiry officer as such available in holding the workmen 
guilty of the charges. That apart, the statement of MW1 
and the documents produced by the management referred 
to supra before this tribunal, even if, considered to be the 
fresh evidence of the management to prove the charges of 
misconduct before this tribunal as noted above, will not 
help the case ofthe management to substantiate the charges 
of misconduct of unauthorised absence leveled against 
the first party workmen. Except, the above said self serving 
statement of MW 1, we have no other documents on record 
to suggest that the first party workmen remained 
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unauthorised ly absent from duty that too for a prticular 
period as undisputedly, there was no charge sheet issued 
against them specifying the period of unauthorised absence 
and as noted above, there wad also no enquriy conducted 
against them on the basis of any chage sheet. Going one 
step further and treating the above said memos as show 
cause noties, it can be seen that in both the cases the first 
party workmen said to have remained absent from duty for 
a period of about 30 days. Therefore, even assuming for a 
moment that the first party workmen have remained absent 
from duty unauthorisedly for a period of about 30 days, 
the order dispensing the services of the first party workmen 
by way of termination and dismissal cannot be justified 
and sustainable in the eye of law. Therefore, the impugned 
punishment order passed against the first party workmen 
are liable to be set aside as illegal and void abinitio. 

9. Now, the next question to be considered would be 
about the relief to be granted them. Since the termination 
order passed against the first party workman, Shri Narayana 
(in CR No. 20/1999) and dismissal order passed against the 
first party workman, Smt. Suvama (in CR No. 19/1999) are 
held to be illegal and void abinitio, the natural corollary to 
be fallowed would be their reinstatement in service. 
However, the first party workman, Smt. Suvama has been 
reported to be dead when a notice issud to her by way of 
registered post returned unserved with an endorsement 
that ‘addressee Smt. Suvama has expired’. In the result, 
relief of reinstatement to Smt. Suvama does not survive. 

10. Coming to the relief of back wages and continuity 
of service. It is to be noted that throughout the proceedings 
before this tribunal except on one occasion, the first party 
workmen have not appeared either in person or through 
their aforesaid union representative. Keeping in view the 
aforesaid conduct of the first party workmen, they do not 
deserve either the relief of back wages or the continuity of 
service. Hence the following award. 

AWARD 

The management is directed to reinstate the first 
pa'ty workman, Shri Narayana in its service without any 
back wages from the date of his termination till the date of 
his reinstatement without continuity of service throughout 
the said period. Keep the copy of the award in CR. No. 20/ 
1999. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 14th August 2007) 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
M 6 2007 

^T.3TT. 2853.—3f|?fe' 1947 (1947 

14) "Efft qrci 17 ^ 

#ct, sfjsto rt' sfNMi'iqv faorK k cfcsfcr wmi 

aifawT/srq wrk ^ w (wf wn ^ 3nr 

B. 26/1999) ^ i, *0 msBTC ^ 

6-9-07 ^ sttT I 

[■R. 77^T-29012/1 SS/9S/3qrif37R (T£l)] 

Tiq. 


New Delhi, the 6th September, 2007 

S.O. 2853.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (C. R. No. 26/ 
1999) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Mysore Minerals Limited and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 6-9-07. 


[No. L-29012/188/98-1R(M)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated, 17th August, 2007 


PRESENT 

Shri A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 26/1999 


I Party 

Shri K. C. Somasekhar, 
No. 15, NearGanapathi 
Temple, 

Hasanamba Street, 
Hassan-573201 
Karnataka State. 


II Party 

The Chairman & Managing 
Director, No. 9, M. G. Road 
Bangalore-560001 
Karnataka State. 


AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the 
powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2A 
of the Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have 
referred this disputes vide order No. L-29012/188/98-IR (M) 
dated 22nd March 1999 for adjudication on the following 
schedule: 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the termination of Shri K.C. Somasekhar 
by the management of M/s. Mysore M inerals Ltd, is 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

2. The case of the first party workman, as made out in 
the claim statement, is that after he joined the services of 
the management on 10-7-1977 on daily wage basis, his 
services were regularized as Mate Assistant from 
1-10-1983 and he was promoted as Supervisor from 
12-5-1989 which post he held till he was dismissed from 
service on 27-7-1993; that while he was working as a 
Supervisor in the Aladihalli Chromite Mines of the 
management company, he received an order dated 23-12- 
1992 placing him under suspension pending enquiry on 
the grounds that he misappropriated a sum of Rs. 10,000 
while he was working at New Mangalore Port in the months 
of May and June 1991. Thereupon, he was issued with a 
show cause notice dated 3-2-1993 levelling various charges 
of misconduct and to that he submitted his explanation, on 
15-2-1993 denying those charges. Not being satisfied with 
his explanation enquiry was ordered against him and 
thereafter he was dismissed from service. His appeal against 


3855 GI/2007—60 






8412 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/ASV1NA 7, 1929 


[Part 11—Sec. 3(ii)] 


the dismissal order to the Chairman & Managing Director 
of the company was rejected without proper application of 
mind by the Board of Directors of the company at their 
meeting on 27-12-1993, thereby confirming the order of 
dismissal dated 27-07-1993; that the enquiry' conducted 
against him was not fair and proper conducted in undue 
haste without giving sufficient and reasonable opportunity 
to the first party to defend himself; that the report of the 
enquiry officer was accepted by the Disciplinary Authority 
without furnishing copy of the findings of the .enquiry 
officer to the first party and therefore, enquiry findings 
were vitiated and the order of dismissal passed against him 
based up on the enquiry report behind his back is illegal 
and unjustified. He requested the court to set aside the 
dismissal order and to pass an award for his reinstatement 
in service with back wages and continuity of service and 
other consequential benefits. 

3. The management by its counter statement 
however, contended that the first party while was working 
as Supervisor and was handling the cash books at New 
Mangalore Port had defalcated the company’s funds to 
the extent of Rs. 10,000 and tampered the voucher to cover 
up the defalcation of the funds. Therefore, he was placed 
under suspension and thereafter a show cause notice was 
served upon him seeking explanation about the charge of 
misconduct levelled against him; that the explanation 
offered by the first party was not found satisfactory 
resulting into Domestic Enquiry to be conducted against 
him and that based upon the enquiry findings and keeping 
in view the gravity of the misconduct committed by him, he 
was dismissed from service. The management contended 
that enquiry was conducted giving reasonable and fair 
opportunity to the first party to defend himself and the 
first party infact pleaded guilty to the charges leveled 
against him in the said show cause notice. In the result, the 
management .submitted that the reference is liable to be 
rejected. 

4. After the pleadings were complete, the management 
examined its witness as MW 1 by filing his affidavit evidence 
on merits of the case and in his further examination chief got 
marked 10 documents at Ex. Ml to Ml0. When the matter 
was being taken up for cross examination of MW1 it was 
brought to the notice of the court that the dismissal order 
passed against the first party was preceded by a DE and 
therefore, a preliminary issue on DE was necessary to be 
tried in the first instance. Accordingly, on 3-1-2006 following 
Preliminary issue was framed: 

“Whether the domestic enquiry conducted against 

the first party by the second party is fair and proper.” 

5. The management was called upon to lead evidence 
on the said DE issue. However, despite several 
opportunities given to the management and the case being 
adjourned for the purpose of evidence of Domestic Enquiry 
issue from 3-1-2006 till 1 -2-2007, management did not lead 
evidence on the point and therefore, on 1-2-2007 
management’s side for evidence was taken closed and case 
came to be adjourned for evidence of the first party. The 
first party also did not lead evidence. On 25-06-2007 this 
tribunal recorded a finding to the effect that the DE held 
against the first party was not fair and proper. The court, 


then, went* through the counter statement of the 
management, to see whether any plea Vas taken by the 
management to lead evidence on merits in case enquiry 
was set aside as defective for one reason or the other. 
Since, the management did not take such a plea, the court 
did not call upon the management to lead evidence on 
merits and the matter came to be posted for award. 

6. Therefore, as could be read from the above,- 
Domestic Enquiry held against the first party have been 
held to be not fair and proper and we have no evidence 
adduced on behalf of the management on merits to prove 
the charges of misconduct levelled against-the first party 
after the Domestic Enquiry issue is set aside. Even for the 
sake of arguments, if we take into consideration the 
evidence of the management let in before this tribunal before 
the Domestic Enquiry issue was answered, then, again we 
do not find evidence legal and sufficient on the point to 
prove the charges of misconduct levelled against the first 
party workman. The statement of MW1 first of all cannot 
be read in evidence for the simple reason that he was not 
subjected to cross examination by the first party' workman. 
Secondly, his affidavit is just a replica of the various 
contentions taken by the management in its Counter 
Statement. The only two documents which were produced 
by the management in order to prove the charges of 
misconduct against the first party marked before this 
tribunal at Ex. M1.& M2 are namely M/s Sheriff & 
Associates audit reports with vouchers and a report of 
verification regarding misappropriation in the records ot 
■ NMPT management. The contents of these two documents 
are not proved by the management by examining the 
competent and relevant witness. Testimony of MW1 
cannot be taken into consideration in order to prove the 
contents of these two documents as he was neither the 
author of those documents nor was competent to speak on 
those documents. In the result, and the reasons foregoing, 
this court has no alternative but to hold that the charges of 
misconduct against the first party have not been proved 
and that the dismissal order passed against him is liable to 
be set aside as illegal and void abinitio. 

7. In the light of the finding that the dismissal order 
is illegal and void abinitio, the only natural consequence 
to follow would be the reinstatement of the workman. 

8. Coming to the relief of back wages, continuity of 
service and other benefits, it is to be noted that throughout 
the proceedings before this tribunal the first party never 
made appearance except on one occasion and the union 
representative who was representing his case also remained 
absent before this tribunal all along. There is again no 
evidence on the part of the first party workman so as to 
suggest that he was not gainfully employed when he was 
out of the service of the management. Therefore, keeping 
in view the aforesaid conduct of the first party workman, 
the ends ofjustice will be met if he is granted only the relief 
of reinstatement denying him the relief of back wages and 
continuity of service and other consequential benefits. 
'Hence the following award : 
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Marine Foreman by relaxing academic qualification 
as per Rule 31 ofRSP Regulation is justified ? If not, 
to what relief the said workman is entitled?” 

2. The case of the first party workman, whose, cause, 
has been espoused through the first party union, as made 
out in the Claim Statement, in brief, is that he was working 
as Serang Grade-1 prossessing MMD Certificate in the year 
1986 being promoted to the said grade in the year 1983. He 
had excellent service record serving the management with 
utmost dedication and diligence; that as per the New 
Mangalore Port Trust(RSP) Regulation, the post of Assis¬ 
tant Marine Foreman in the pay scale of Rs.2500-100-3000- 
120-4800 is required to be filled up by promotion from the 
employees in Serang Grade -1 with 3 years regular service 
in the grade and having qualification of Matriculation; that 
when certain posts of Assistant Marine Foreman were va¬ 
cant and were to be filled by way of promotion the first 
party workman was entitled to be promoted as he fulfilled 
the requirements of the Regulation, having an experience 
of 8 years and possessing MMD Certificate; that when the 
first party expected the management to promote him to 
the said post, the management, instead, promoted one 
Shri H. Jaya who had just.two years experience in Serang 
grade-1 and who was also facing criminal case and hap¬ 
pened to be junior to the first party workman. In another 
case one Shri Yogesh Karkera was promoted as assistant 
Marine Foreman by relaxing the requirement of educa¬ 
tional qualification as such relaxations are being done by 
the management for the purpose of promotion in many 
other cases. Therefore, similarly, the case of first party 
ought to have been considered for the purpose of promo¬ 
tion relaxing the requirement of educational qualification. 
Though the management promoted the aforesaid employ¬ 
ees, Shri Jaya and Shri Yogesh Karkera by relaxing vari¬ 
ous requirements but there was a discrimination in the 
case of the first party not considering his case for promo¬ 
tion; that the first party made several representations to 
the management in this connection but of no aware. There¬ 
fore, his case was taken up with the management by the 
first party union on 1 1.01.2001 and 23.03.2001 and there 
being no response from the management the union 
approached the Conciliation officer. Therefore, the first 
parry party requested this tribunal to pass an award hold¬ 
ing that the management was not justified in not promot¬ 
ing the first party workman to the post of Assistant 
Marine Foreman by relaxing the requirement of educa¬ 
tional qualification as done in the case of the others and 
that he be accorded promotion to the said post fiom the 
date on which his juniors were promoted to the said post. 

3. The Management by its counter statement 
contended that as per RSP Regulation (RR), the essential 
academic qualification required for the post of AMF is 
matriculation or is equivalent and whereas, the fiist party 
workman had qualification of Vth standard and therefore, 
was not eligible to be promoted; that as per the recruitment 
rules, the post of AMF is a promotional post from the feeder 
cadre of Serang Grade-1 with 3 years’ of regular service in 
the grade and educational qualification to be possessed is 
matriculation or equivalent. Therefore, the first party is not 


eligible for promotion his educational qualification being 
Vth standard; that Shri Jaya since possessed the required 
qualification as per the said rules has been considered for 
promotion to the post of AMF on ad hoc basis with the 
approval of the competent authority as per Rule 32 ofRSP 
Regulation, though he did not complete 3 years of regular 
service in Serang grade-1. However, his appointment was 
regularized in the post of AMF w.e.f. 09.03.2001 i.e. after 
completion 3 years of regular service in the said grade. 
Therefore, his promotion was as per the provisions of RR 
and as per the recommendation of the Departmental 
Promotion Committee. Moreover, it is a selection post for 
which seniority alone is not the criteria. Therefore, though 
the first party had more experience but did not possess the 
required academic qualification, his case was not 
considered for promotion as AMF; that Shri Yogesh Karkera 
who was the senior to first party was given promotion to 
the said post by relaxing academic qualification under the 
provision of Rule 31 ofRSP Regulation with due approval 
of the competent authority. Therefore, the management 
contended that the promotions accorded in favour of Shri 
Jaya and Shri Yogesh Karkera were in accordance with 
Rule 31 and 32 of the RSP Regulations with due approval 
of the competent authority and that the case of the first 
party workman was not considered for the reasons 
mentioned above. In the result, the management requested 
this tribunal to dismiss the reference. 

4. During the course of trial, the management 
examined one Mr. K. Vishwanath, Asstt. Secretary, Marine 
Department of the management by filing his affidavit and 
in his further examination chief got marked two documents 
namely, the Xerox copies of the extract of the Recruitment 
Rules of Assistant Marine Foreman and extract of Seniority 
and promotion at EX, Ml and M2 respectively. The 
affidavit averments of the management witness are the just 
replica of the various contentions taken by the management 
by way of counter statement and therefore, need not be 
once again repeated. The first party also filed his affidavit 
evidence and got marked two documents at Ex. W1 and 
W2 series. His statement by way of affidavit again is just 
the repetition of the averments made in the claim statement 
and therefore, need not be repeated. 1 would like to come 
to the statements of MW1 and first party (WW1) made in 
their cross examination as and when found relevant and 
necessary. 

5. Learned counsel Shri R. Upadhyaya for the 
management vehemently argued that the case of the first 
party for the purpose of promotion in question was not 
considered as he failed to fulfill the required educational 
qualification of matriculation and whereas, the said Yogesh 
was promoted relaxing his educational qualification on the 
recommendation of the competent authority namely, the 
departmental promotion committee with the approval of 
the Chairman. He contended that in case of Shri Jaya 
condition of 3 years regular service was relaxed as at the 
time of promotion there was no other senior candidate 
available having required qualification of service as well as 
education. He also submitted that the first party had already 
been retired frorq service attaining the age of 
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superannuation as on 30.01.2006 and therefore, question 
of promotion at this juncture does not arise. 

6. Whereas, learned counsel, Shri Muralidhar 
representing the first party in his arguments reiterated the 
stand taken by the first party workman in the claim statement 
and took the court through the very affidavit of the 
management witness to substantiate the case of the first 
party that he was eligible and entitled for promotion and 
that he was discriminated by the management while 
promoting said Shri Jaya and Yogish and in not considering 
the case of the first party. Learned counsel also invited the 
attention of this tribunal to the very Rules 31 and32 of the 
said Regulation to justify the claim of the first party 
workman. Learned counsel submitted that though the first 
party has already been retired from service since, his 
retirement happened during the course of the proceedings 
pending before this tribunal, he is entitled to the benefit of 
promotion with reference to the scale to be fixed and other 
consequential benefits. 

7. After having gone through the records, 1 find 
substance in the arguments advanced for the first party. In 
order to appreciate the respective contentions of the 
parties, it is worthwhile to bring on record the very rule 31 
and32 of RSP Regulation 80 running as under:— 

“Rule 3 1: —Relaxation of qualifications in certain 
cases of promotions : 

When a post is filled by promotion, departmental 
promotion committee may subject to the approval of 
the Chairman relax the academic qualifications, if the 
candidate to be promoted is otherwise suitable and 
qualified by reason of adequate experience. 

Rule 32 :— Ad hoc appointments : 

All appointments by promotion shall be made by the 
appointing authority in the order in which the 
employees are placed in the relative select list: 

Provided that in case of immediate necessity 
and non suitable employee is available for promotion, 
the Chairman or the appointing authority, with the 
chairman’s prior approval may make a purely ad hoc 
appointment for a period not exceeding six months, 
at a time and the total period of such ad hoc 
appointment shall not exceed one year.” 

8. The case of the first party that above said Rule 3 I 
is being invoked and relaxation with respect to the 
educational qualification has been done by the management 
in number of cases is not to be disputed by the 
management. Now, relying upon the above said Rule 31 
which has not been invoked in his case, he has given 
specific two instances of the employees by name Shri H. 
Jaya and Shri Yogish thereby contending that those two 
employees have been promoted in deference to his 
promotion and therefore, management was not justified in 
not promoting him by invoking the said provision of law. 
Whereas, the case of the management that as far as the 
case of Shri H. Jaya is concerned is that he has been 
promoted in compliance with Rule 32 ofthe said Regulation 
and whereas, Shri Yogish has been considered for promotion 


under the provision of Rule 31 of the said Regulation, In 
the first instance, coming to the case of Mr. Yogish, I think 
there cannot be any grievance made against the 
management when his case was considered for promotion 
by relaxing educational qualification under Rule 31 of the 
said Regulation. He, undisputedly, happened to be the 
senior to the first party. However, the management cannot 
justify the promotion of Shri H. Jaya in deference to the 
promotion to the first party. As on the date when vacancy 
for the post of AMF was to be filled by way of promotion, 
the first party was very much available with MMD 
certificate and experience of 8 years service to be considered 
for the said post. Therefore, in the presence of the first 
party there was no convincing and reasonable ground for 
the management to take up the case of said 
Shri Jaya and to promote him to the said post without 
considering the case ofthe first party. The main contention 
of the management is that in the case of said Shri Yogish 
Rule 31 was invoked as there was no other candidate 
available possessing prescribed academic qualification and 
whereas, when the vacancy for the above said post was 
filled up at the relevant point of time, case of the first party 
was not considered as the said employee Shri Jaya who 
possessed educational prescribed qualification was 
available from the feeder cadre of Serang Grade -1 post. 
Therefore, the reasoning given by the management in not 
considering the case ofthe first party and at the same time 
considering the case of Shri Yogish under the exigency 
and the situation indicated above does not appear to be 
reasonable. When the case of first party was not 
considered because of availability of Shri H. Jaya 
possessing academic qualification then it is yet to be 
explained by the management as to why the case of Shri 
Yogesh was considered when the employee Shri Jaya still 
was available on the roll of the management. Undisputedly, 
Shri H. Jaya did not posses 3 years service experiense 
which was one of the two necessary conditions for the 
promotion to the above said AMF post. The management 
takes shelter under Rule 32 ofthe said Regulation in order 
to prpmote Mr. Jaya and very conveniently does not invoke 
the provision of Rule 31 of the said Regulation in not 
considering the case for promotion ofthe first party under 
Rule 31 ofthe said Regulation. Therefore, there appears to 
be a clear case of discrimination made against the first 
party by the management while considering the cases of 
Mr. Jaya and Yogesh for the purpose of promotion 
invoking the above said Rule 3iand32 ofthe said 
Regulation and at the same time ignoring the case of the 
first party for promotion though he possessed an experience 
of 8 years. It is not the case of the management that there 
was any enquiry or adverse remarks against the service 
record of the first party, not to consider his case for 
promotion. In fact, in the statement of cross examination of 
MW 1 it has come that a criminal prosecution was pending 
against said Jaya when the departmental promotion 
committee said to have taken up his case for promotion. 
Very strangely, the management considered his case for 
promotion despite the fact that he faced crimination 
prosecution and the fact that he did not possess required 
3 years experience which was necessary for the purpose of 
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promotion to the above said post. Therefore, in the light of 
the aforesaid admitted facts and circumstances of the case, 
there cannot be any hesitation in the mind of this tribunal 
in coming to the conclusion that the management was not 
justified in not promoting the first party to the post of 
AMF by relaxing the academic qualification as per Rule 31 
of RSP Regulation. 

9. The contention of the management that since the 
first party had already been retired from service in the 
month of April 2006, itself, question of considering his 
case for promotion by the management does not arise. Of 
course, in the cases ofpromotion’s relief to be given to the 
delinquent concerned, in the normal course, the courts will 
be giving directions to the management concerned to 
consider his case for promotion and the relief of promotion 
as such will not be given itself. But in the instant case the 
first party since has been retired from service after having 
attained the age of superannuation and his retirement took 
place during the pendency of the present proceedings, it 
appears that ends of justice will be met if the relief of 
promotion on notional basis itself is to be granted by this 
tribunal so as to enable him to get the financial benefits he 
could have got had he been promoted as on the date the 
said Shri Jaya junior to him was promoted. In the result and 
for the foregoing reasons, following award is passed. 

AWARD 

It is declared that the management was not justified 
m not promoting the first party to the post of AMF by 
relaxing the academic qualification as per Rule 31 of RSP 
Regulation. The first party is declared to be promoted to 
the above said post on notional basis w.e.f. 31.01.2001, the 
date on'which said Shri H. Jaya was promoted. The 
management shall fix the pay scale of the first party in the 
grade of AMF w.e.f. 31.01.2001 and shall pay him the arrears 
of his salary in the said scale from the above said date till 
the date he retired from service with all consequential 
benefits. No costs. 

(Dtated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 10th August 2007) 

A. R.SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
^ 6 2007 
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New Delhi, the 6th September, 2007 

S.O. 2856.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 


Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. l.D.C.R. 
No. 18/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court II, New Delhi now as shown in the 
Armexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Airport Authority of India 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 6-9-2007. 

[No. L-l 101 l/4/2001-IR(M)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-H, NEW DELHI 

Presiding Officer: R. N. RAI, I. D. No. 18.2005 

INTHEMATTEROF ■ 

Shri Khushi Ram, 

C/o. Delhi Labour Union, 

Agarwal B ha wan, Tis Hazari, 

New Delhi. 

Versus 

\, ■ The Chairman, 

Airport Authority of India, 

Palam, New Delhi. 

2. M/s. Vishal Enterprises 
through its Proprietor, 

71,Kamla Market, 

New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter NO. L-l 1011/4/ 
20011R (M) CENTRAL GOVERNMENT DT. 17.02.2005 
has referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder: 

“Whether the action of the management of Airport 
Authority of India in denying employment to Sh. 
Khushi Ram is justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman concerned is entitled,” 

■ It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that the 
workman was directed to file affidavit on 02-11-2006. He 
has failed to file affidavit till date. The case of the workman 
is that he has completed 240 days of continuous employ¬ 
ment and he has been working against permanent post. 

The workman has not filed affidavit in support of his 
claim statement. He is not entitled to get any relief as prayed 
for. 

the reference is replied thus:— 

The action of the management of Airport Authority 
of India in denying employment to Sh. Khushi Ram is 
justified. The workman applicant is not entitled to get any 
relief as prayed for. 

The award is given accordingly. 

Date: 28.08.2007. 

R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 6th September, 2007 

S.O. 2857. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. I. D. No. 
417/2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of TANMAG and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 6-9-07. 

[No. L-29012/56/1996-1R (M)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 

Monday, the 5th June, 2006 

PRESENT 

Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 417/2001 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Management of TANMAG and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri I. Krishnan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Chairman cum Managing : II Party/Management 
Director, TANMAG, Salem 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : M/s. A. Nagarathinam, 
Advocates 

For the Management : Mr. M. R. Raghavan, 

~ - Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government Ministry of Labour, vide 
Order No. L-29012/56/96-IR (M) dated 27-12-1996 has 
referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication:— 

“Whether the action of the management of TANMAG 
in terminating the services of Shri I.Krishnan, T. No. ’ 
707 is just, proper and legal? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled?” 


2. After the receipt of the reference, the Tamil Nadu 
Industrial Tribunal has taken it as I.D. No. 1/97 and issued 
notices to both parties and both the parties entered 
appearance through their advocates and filed their Claim 
Statement and Counter Statement respectively. 
Subsequently, after the constitution of this Tribunal, this 
industrial dispute was transferred to this Tribunal and this 
Court has taken on file as I. D. No. 417/2001 and taken up 
for enquiry. After enquiry, this Tribunal has passed an 
order stating that the action of the Respondent/ 
Management in terminating the services of Sri I. Krishnan 
is just, proper and legal and therefore, it held that the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief. Subsequently, the 
Petitioner has taken up the matter by preferring Writ Petition 
before High Court and in that the High Court has remanded 
the matter for fresh disposal stating that ‘the matter, is 
remanded to Ist Respondent Tribunal for fresh 
consideration from the stage of furnishing a copy of enquirv 
report, if not given earlier to enable the Petitioner to show 
cause how he was prejudiced because of non-furnishing 
of the enquiry reports’. After its remand, the matter was 
taken up by this Tribunal again and after ascertaining from 
the Petitioner that whether he has received the domestic 
enquiry report and after his reply that he has received the 
enquiry report, the matter was taken up for enquiry at that 
stage. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner entered the services of the 
Respondent/Management in the year 1971 as unskilled 
worker bearing token No. 707. Subsequently, he was 
transferred from mines to the auto garage section as 
mazdoor and he has served more than 23 years in the 
Respondent/Management. The Petitioner was also 
involved in trade union activities of Salem District Pattali 
Thozhil Sangam which was espousing the cause of the 
workmen in day-to-day problems with the management. 
Engaged by the Union activities of the Petitioner, the 
management was waiting for an opportunity to victimize 
him. The Respondent/Management introduced VRS in the 
company and the workers are coerced by all means to 
accept the sard scheme. Thus, the Respondent/ 
Management wanted to reduce the strength of the work 
force and workers were also foreed to produce more than 
that of normal production without any agreement and those 
who are unable to achieve the target of workload were 
illegally suspended. While so, 67 workmen belonging to 
various gangs were suspended on 16-3-94 on the alleged 
charge for poor performance. 

This has created unrest and resentment among the 
workers in the mines and this was brought to the notice of 
seven trade unions. The Petitioner along with 
representatives of seven trade unions met the Respondent/ 
Management to express the resentment that was prevailing 
among the workmen and requested for revocation of 
enmasse suspension with a view to bring normalcy. In that 
proceeding, heated arguments and counterarguments were 
exchanged by both sides. While so, to his shock and 
surprise, the Petitioner was served with an order of 
suspension dated 16-3-1994 alleging that he has abused 
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the company officials and threatened them on the date of 
discussion. Even though the Petitioner has submitted his 
explanation not satisfied with the explanation, the 
Respondent/Management ordered for domestic enquiry. 
Subsequently, the 2nd show cause notice was issued to 
the Petitioner on 18-4-1994 and a final order was passed 
dismissing the Petitioner from service. The order of 
dismissal of the Petitioner from service is arbitrary, illegal 
and unjust. Even the appeal preferred by the Petitioner 
was dismissed without any reason or rhythm. The domestic 
enquiry was not conducted in a fair and proper manner and 
in accordance with principles of natural justice. He was not 
furnished with list of witnesses who are going to be 
examined and the list of documents which are going to be 
marked before the conduct of domestic enquiry'. One Mr. 
K. A. Siddhan, who was the eye witness of the alleged 
incident was not examined as a witness on behalf of the 
Petitioner and thus, he was denied an opportunity to defend 
himself The Petitioner was also denied supply of copies of 
enquiry' proceedings in spite of requisition made by him. 
The Petitioner was not paid subsistence allowance during 
the period of suspension from 16-3-94 to 20-6-94 and it 
amounts to violation of Section 22(3) of Standing Orders. 
While passing the dismissal order, the Disciplinary 
Authority did not consider the past records of the Petitioner 
and he has not given notice as to the past records and 
thereby he was denied reasonable opportunity of being 
heard. The report of the Enquiry' Officer are totally perverse 
and biased. The Kespondent/Management examined only 
the security as a witness in support of the charges. All the 
management witnesses have stated that there was 
discussion on that date. In the discussion others also nearly 
40 persons have participated, but the Petitioner only was 
served with order of suspension and he alone was 
chargesheeted, which shows the motive of the Respondent/ 
Management. There was no misconduct done by the 
Petitioner as alleged by the Respondent/Management. The 
Respondent/Management has not conducted any 
preliminary' enquiry' on the alleged charges. Above all, the 
order of dismissal passed by the Respondent/Management 
is disproportionate to the gravity of the charges alleged 
against the Petitioner. Hence, for all these reasons, the 
Petitioner prays that an award may be passed setting aside 
the order of dismissal and direct the Respondent/ 
Management to reinstate him into service with continuity 
of services and other monetary benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that no doubt, the Petitioner was 
employed as mazdoor at Mines Division, Haulage section 
of the Respondent. On 16-3-94 when the Mines Manager 
was discussing with certain other workmen and foreman 
regarding disciplinary'action initiated against two workmen, 
the Petitioner interfered and misbehaved with the Mines 
Manager and abused him and for this act, the Petitioner 
. was placed under suspension and a charge sheet dated 
16-3-94 under clause 21 (7) and 21(10) of the Standing 
Orders was issued to the Petitioner. Even though the 
Petitioner has submitted his explanation since it was 
satisfactory', departmental enquiry'was ordered. In that the 
Petitioner availed all the opportunities offered to him and 


participated in the domestic enquiry which held from 
21 -3-94 to 7-4-94 and was held in a fair and proper manner 
adhering to the principles of natural justice. Based on the 
materials placed in the enquiry, the Enquiry Officer 
submitted his findings on 15-4-94 holding that the Petitioner 
was guilty of the charges levelled against him. After 
considering the report, and also after following the 
procedure and considering the bad pasts record of the 
Petitioner the Respondent issued 2nd show cause notice 
dated 18-4-94 to the Petitioner proposing punishment of 
dismissal. The Petitioner submitted his reply on 20-4-94 
wherein he admitted the charges and tendered appology. 
Independently considering the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer, the explanation of the Petitioner and his past record, 
the Disciplinary' Authority passed an order on 20-6-94 
dismissing him from service. The Appellate Authority 
before whom the Petitioner has preferred an appeal also 
considered the matter independently and rejected the 
appeal. Therefore, the order of dismissal passed by the 
Respondent is just and legal. The Petitioner was given 
ample opportunity in the domestic enquiry to defend himself 
and he examined ftve witnesses to defend his case and it 
was held in accordance with principles of natural justice. 
Since Sri K. A. Siddhan was the representative of the 
Petitioner in the enquiry, the Enquiry' Officer was fair in 
hqlding that the said Mr. Siddhan could act as workman’s 
representative only and he could not be a witness and also 
representative of the workman in the same enquiry'. No 
request for payment of subsistence allowance was made 
by the Petitioner. It has also not been stated as to how the 
Petitioner was prejudiced by this. His past records were 
mentioned in the 2nd show cause notice and he was given 
ample opportunity to offer his explanation. Therefore, it 
would be improper to contend that he was not given notice 
as to the past records and thereby denied reasonable 
opportunity of being heard. Further, his personal file was 
also marked in the domestic enquiry' where he had an 
opportunity to contradict the same and the management’s 
action against the Petitioner is not to victimize hinvfor his 
union activities. When the Petitioner has admitted his 
guilt, it is not open to him to contend that he was victimized 
for participating in the union activities. The action of the 
Respondent/Management m punishing the Petitioner for 
proved misconduct is just, proper and certainly not 
motivated by victimisation. Hence, it is not a case for any 
interference by this Tribunal under Section 1 lAofthel.D. 
Act and it cannot be categorised as shockingly 
disproportionate warranting interference. Hence, for all 
these reasons, the Respondent prays that the claim may be 
dismissed with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the point for my 
determination is:— 

(i) “Whether the Petitioner was prejudiced by non- 
furnishing of enquiry report?”' 

(ii) Whether the action of the Respondent/ 
Management in terminating the services of 
Petitioner is just, proper and legal? 

(iii) ‘To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 
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Point Nos. 1 & 2 : 

6 . The case of the Petitioner in this dispute is that he 
was a workman joined as unskilled worker under the 
Respondent/Management and he was transferred to auto 
garge section as mazdoor. It is his further allegation that he 
was involved in trade union activities, therefore, the 
Respondent/Management has got grude over him and on 
16-3-94 when the Mines Manager was discussing with 
regard to disciplinary action taken against the two workmen 
of gang No. 20, he interfered in the discussion and in that 
discussion, heated arguments were exchanged by both 
sides. But, the Respondent/Management has issued a 
charge sheet alleging that he has misbehaved with the 
Mines Manager and abused him during the discussion. 
Even though he has given an explanation that he has not 
misbehaved with any of the officers, his explanation was 
not accepted and enquiry was conducted against him. The 
Respondent/Management after a farce of enquiry has 
passed the final order dismissing him from service. Even 
though he preferred an appeal against that order, the 
Appellate Authority also concurred with the findings of 
the Disciplinary Authority and rejected his appeal. The 
Petitioner alleged that the dismissal order passed on 
20-6-94 by the Disciplinary Authority and the order of 
confirmation dated 9-7-94 are arbitrary, illegal and 
unjustified for several reasons. 

7. But, as against this,'the Respondent contended 
that the enquiry was conducted in a fair and proper manner 
and full opportunity was given to the Petitioner and he has 
also participated in the entire proceedings and therefore, it 
cannot be said that the enquiry held against him is not 
proper and therefore, the impugned order need not be set 
aside and the Petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

8 . At the first instance, as I have already stated that 
this Tribunal had come to the conclusion that dismissal 
order passed against the Petitioner is valid, just and proper 
and therefore, claim of the Petitioner was dismissed. 
Against that award, the Petitioner has preferred Writ 
Petition and in that the High Court has come to the 
conclusion that the impugned Award passed by this 
Tribunal is not sustaninable and therefore, the High court 
has set aside the Award passed by this Tribunal and 
remitted the matter for fresh consideration from the stage 
of furnishing of copy of enquiry report. 

9. Learned counsel for the Petitioner contended that 
the High Court has come to the conclusion that the enquiry 
report was not furnished to the Petitioner and when the 
enquiry' report is not furnished and punishment is imposed 
on the basis of enquiry report, the Tribunal should cause a 
copy of enquiry report to be furnished to the concerned 
employee to show cause how he was prejudiced because 
of non-furnishing of the said report and only after hearing 
the parties, the Tribunal can come to the conclusion that it 
would have made no difference to the ultimate punishment 
given. In this case, after the Enquiry' Officer’s report, though 
the Rcspojident/Managcment has issued 2nd show cause 
notice had not furnished copy of enquiry report to the 
Petitioner and without furnishing the enquiry report, they 
have obtained explanation from the Petitioner and passed 
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the final order. Therefore, the Petitioner has to show before 
this Tribunal as to how he was prejudiced by non-supplying 
of enquiry report. Learned counsel for the Petitioner further 
contended that though in the domestic enquiry number of 
documents were marked, it was not marked through 
anybody else, but the Enquiry Officer himself has marked 
those documents without anybody’s evidence and the 
basic documents were not provided to the Petitioner. 
Secondly, one Mr. Siddhan alleged to be eye witness of 
this incident, though mentioned as defence witness, has 
not been permitted to'be examined before the domestic 
enquiry. It was stated that since Mr. Siddhan was defence 
representative of the Petitioner in the domestic enquiry, he 
cannot be a witness for the Petitioner. This reason given by 
the Enquiry Officer is not fair and proper and fair opportunity' 
was denied to the Petitioner on this ground, Thirdly, the 
management witness one Mr, M. Veerakumar, Mines 
Manager was examined as MW3 in the domestic enquiry. 
The said Manager is the higher authority for the Enquiry 
Officer, further he was also the Disciplinary Authority in this 
case. When MW1 was not Disciplinary Authority his 
evidence as MW3 cannot be believed because he has already 
approached the case with prejudicial mind. Therefore, there 
is no fairness in the domestic enquiry. Since the enquiry 
report was not given to the Petitioner, he has not raised all 
these things in his representation to the 2nd show cause 
notice. Under such circumstances, a great prejudice was 
caused to the Petitioner by non-supply of enquiry report to 
the Petitioner. Learned counsel for the Petitioner further relied 
on the rulings reported in 1994 1 LLJ 1962 MANAGING ’ 
DIRECTOR, ECIL, HYDERABAD Vs. B. KARUNAKAR' 
whefetn Full Bench of the Supreme Court have held that 
“whenever therefore, the service rules contemplate an 
enquiry hefore a punishment is awarded and when the 
Enquiry Officer is not the Disciplinary Authority the 
delinquent employee will have the right to receive the 
Enquiry Officer’s report notwithstanding the nature of the 
punishment.... he would not know in advance whether the 
report is in his favour or against him, it will not be proper to 
construe his failure to ask for the report as the waiver of his 
right. Whether therefore, the employee-asks for the report 
or not the report has to be furnished to him. Since the right 
to make representation to the Disciplinary Authority 
against the findings recorded in enquiry report is an integral 
part of the opportunity of defence against the charges and 
to deny the said right is a breach of principles of natural 

justice.In all cases, where the Enquiry Officer’s report 

is not furnished to the delinquent employee in the 
disciplinary proceedings, the Court or Tribunal should 
cause copy of the report to be furnished to the aggrieved 
employee, he has not already secured it before coming to 
the Court/Tribunal and give the employee an opportunity 
to show cause how his or her case was prejudiced because 
ofnon-supply of report.” Therefore, in this case, since the 
enquiry report has not been given to the Petitioner the 
Petitioner has to establish before this Tribunal how he was 
prejudiced by non-supply of enquiry report. He further 
contended that the basic documents namely documents 
on which the Enquiry Officer has based his findings were 
not given to the Petitioner and the important witness 
namely Mr. K. A. Siddhan has not been permitted to examine 
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in the case on the ground that he was the representative of 
the Petitioner in the domestic enquiry and it was not shown 
how a representative cannot be a witness for the delinquent. 
Learned counsel for the Petitoner further contended that 
in one case • SHANTILAL MOTILAL MAR WADI Vs. 
LIPTON TEA INDIA LTD. AND OTHERS reported 
in 1991 IILLR225 the Bombay High Court has held that 
“request for permission to be defended by a co-workman 
on the ground that he was the defence witness, in such 
case, Enquiry Officer’s rejection is violation of principles 
of natural justice because there is nothing in law' that at the 
domestic enquiry a person who depends can never be 
examined as a defence witness.” In this case, only on the 
ground that Mr. Siddban was the defence representative, 
he was not allowed to give evidence in this case, which is 
violation of principles of natural justice. Thirdly, MW3 
who was the Disciplinary Authority in this case has given 
evidence against the Petitioner and he has also decided 
this caase as a Disciplinary Authority and he was also 
examined as management witness, in such case, there is 
total violation of principles of natural justice. Furthermore, 
no subsistence allowance was given to the Petitioner 
throughout the enquiry. When the standing order of 
Respondent has clearly stated that subsistence allowance 
must be given to the delinquent employee, the Respondent 
has not given any reason for not giving subsistence 
allowance till the end of enquiry'. These are some of the 
prejudices caused to the Petitioner and which was not 
submitted by the Petitioner due to non-supply of the 
enquiry report. Thus, the Petitioner was not given an 
opportunity to question the fairness of the enquiry by 
giving representation to the 2nd show cause notice. Under 
such circumstance, it cannot be said that the dismissal 
order passed by the Disciplinary Authority which was 
confirmed by the Appellate Authority' is fair and just. 

10. But, as against this, learned counsel tor the 
Respondent contended that Petitioner even though alleged 
that he was not given any enquiry report before 2nd show 
cause notice, he has not stated this in his reply to the 2nd 
show cause notice. Further, he has not questioned the 
fairness of the enquiry, on the other hand, he has admitted 
the guilt in his 2nd show cause notice and he has requested 
the Respondent/Management to pardon his activities and 
to pass an order taking liberal attitude. In such 
circumstances, it cannot be said that the Petitioner has 
been prejudiced by non-supply of enquiry report. 
Furthermore, even in the appeal against the order passed 
by the Disciplinary Authority and even in the Claim 
Statement and also in written arguments, he has not 
questioned the conduct of enquiry nor stated any prejudice 
caused to him by non-supply of enquiry report. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be said that he was prej udiced 
by non-supply of enquiry report. The contention of the 
learned counsel for the Petitioner is only an afterthought. 
Threrefore, this Tribunal need not come to the conclusion 
that he was prejudiced by the non-supply of enquiry' report. 
Learned counsel for the Respondent further contended 
that even before the High Court though he has raised 
certain allegations against the fairness of enquiry, the High 
Court has not come to the conclusion that the enquiry is 


not fair and proper, on the other hand, an opportunity 
must be given to the Petitioner only to substantiate his 
claim that prejudice was caused to him by non-supply of 
enquiry' report. Therefore, the Petitioner has not right to 
question the fairness of enquiry after the matter was 
remanded for a particular reason and in such circumstances, 
arguments of the learned counsel for the Petitioner cannot 
be accepted that there is no fairness in the enquiry. 

11. But, again, learned counsel for the Petitioner 
contended that the High Court has not gone into the entire 
allegations of the Petitioner and since the Petitioner’s 
advocate argued with regard to non-supply of enquiry 
report, the High Court has directed the matter to be 
remanded to this Tribunal on the ground to provide copy 
of enquiry report and to-proceed with the case from the 
stage of supply of enquiry report. On this ground, it cannot 
be contended that the High Court has up held the fairness 
of the domestic enquiry in its judgement. Since no 
opportunity' was given to the Petitioner to allege against 
the enquiry report, it cannot be said that the Petitioner has 
no authority' to question the fairness of the enquiry after 
remand. Since no opportunity was given to the Petitioner 
to question all these things, it was a great prejudice caused 
to the Petitioner by non-supply of enquiry' report. If the 
enquiry report had been given to him, then he must had an 
opportunity to raise all these pleas in his reply to 2nd show 
cause notice. But, since the enquiry report was not given 
to the Petitioner, he has no opportunity to raise all these 
things in the reply to 2nd show cause notice. Further, 
learned counsel for the Petitioner contended that 61 
employees were suspended and as a representative of the 
union, he has asked the Respondent/Management that 
they have to be reinstated and narrated by his 
representation, but the Respondent/Management has 
taken vindictive action and suspended him and no 
opportunity' was given to the Petitoner to defend his case. 
Further, in the domestic enquiry one Mr. R. Subramani was 
examined, who was the Security in the Respondent/ 
Management and he has spoken to the fact'which was 
subsequent to the alleged incident and no charge was 
framed against that allegation, therefore, the Enquiry Officer 
basing this evidence as corroboration to the incident is 
not fair on his part. Further all the witnesses spoken about 
the next day after the incident, the Petitioner has spoken in 
the gate meeting that he has spoken ill of Mines Manager 
and others and he has also threatened the Mines Manager 
and other officers and basing this evidence, the Enquiry 
Officer has come to the conclusion that charge framed 
against the Petitioner was a true one. But, no charge was 
framed against the Petitoner for this incident namely gate 
meeting which took place after the alleged incident and 
therefore, the findings given by the Enquiry Officer basing 
his finding on the alleged incident subsequent to the charge 
is not fair and it cannot be believed. 

12.1 find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Petitioner because in this case from the 
proceedings of the domestic enquiry, I find the basic 
documents were marked by the Enquiry Officer without 
any evidence and further, he has not obtained the consent 
of the Petitioner for marking these documents. Further, 
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even though the Petitioner has alleged that Mr. Siddhan 
was his defence witness, the Enquiry Officer has rejected 
the request of the Petitioner on the ground that he was the 
defence representative of the Petitioner. But he has not 
stated under what provision of Standing Order or under 
any rule that defence representative cannot be a witness 
for the delinquent. Similarly Mr. Veerakumar, who was 
examined in the domestic enquiry as management witness 
namely MW3 who was working as Mines Manager and 
Disciplinary Authority in the domestic enquiry, when he 
has given the evidence against the Petitoner in domestic 
enquiry, 1 think, it is not fair on his part to pass final order 
in this case, because he was already prejudiced by the 
alleged act of the Petitioner. Under such circumstances, by 
not giving the enquiry report and calling for reply or 
representation from the Petitioner with regard to enquiry 
report, - a great prejudice was caused to the Petitioner by 
the non-supply of enquiry report. Under such 
circumstances, 1 find there is not fairness in the domestic 
enquiry held against the Petitioner. In this case, learned 
counsel for the Petitoner alleged that only because 67 
employees were suspended by the Respondent/ 
Management, the Petitioner who was the office bearer of 
the union has represented their cause to the management. 
But enraged by the action taken by the Petitioner, the 
Respondent/Management not only suspended the 
Petitioner, but also conducted a farce of enquiry and 
dismissed him from service and therefore, it is a fit case to 
set aside the dismissal order passed by the Respondent/ 
Management and to reinstate him into service with all 
consequential benefits. 

13. As 1 have already stated since no opportunity 
was given to the Petitioner for giving his representation 
after the 2nd show cause notice with regard to the findings 
of the Enquiry Officer, I find a great prejudice was caused 
to the Petitioner and by not giving the basic documents 
and by no permitting the Petitioner to examine his witness, 
the enquiry held against the Petitioner is not fair and proper. 
Therefore, 1 find the order of termination of the Petitioner 
from service is not just, proper and legal. 

Point No. 3: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

14. In view of my foregoing findings that the order 
of termination issued against the Petitioner is not just, 
proper and legal, 1 find the Petitioner is entitled to the relief 
of reinstatement, but in the circumstances of the case 
without any back wages. Therefore, I direct the 
Respondent/Management to reinstate the Petitioner into 
service with continuity of service and all other attendant 
benefits. No costs. 

15. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 5th June, 2006) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 


Witnesses Examined:— 

On either side : None 

Document Marked 

For the I Party /Petitoner:— 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W1 

16-3-94 

Xerox copy of the Charge Sheet issued 
to Petitioner 

W2 

18-3-94 

Xerox copy of the explanation 
submitted by Petitioner. 

W3 

184-94 

Xerox copy of the 2nd show cause 
notice issued to Petitioner 

W4 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the explanation 
submitted by Petitioner 

W5 

20-6-94 

Xerox copy of the order of dismissal 
issued to Petitioner 

W6 

4-7-94 

Xerox copy of the appeal preferred by 
Petitioner 

W7 

9-7-94 

Xerox copy of the order passed by 
Appellate Authority 

W8 

14-7-94 

Xerox copy of the 2A petition filed by 
Petitioner 

W9 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the reply to counter 

W10 

Nil 

Xerox copy ofthe failure of conciliation 
report 

For the Respondent/Management:— 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

MI 

21-3-94 

Xerox copy ofthe enquiry proceedings 

M2 

144-94 

Xerox copy of the enquiry report 
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[R. R^-29015/8/l994-3Tlf3TR(M44)] 
R4. T RT. RfR, 3#T4TRt 
New Delhi, the 6th September, 2007 

S.O. 2858.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.CGIT/ 
LC/R/220/94) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Bailadila iron Ore Project Deposite 
No. 14 and their workmen, vvhixch was received by the 
Central Government on 6-9-07. 

[No. L-29015/8/1994-1R (Vividh)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/220/94 
Presiding Officer : Shri C.M. Singh 

Secretary, 

Bastar Khadan Mazdoor Sangh, (HMS), 

21 B, Kirandul, 

Distt. Bastar (MP)-494 556 Union/workmen 

Versus 

The Genera] Manager, 

B.O.P. Deposit-14, 

Kirandul, 

Distt: Bastar (MP) 494 556 Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 31st day of July-2207 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-29015/8/94/IR (Vividh) dated 1-12-94 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:— 

“Whether the action ofthe management of Bailadila 
Iron jO re Project Desposit No. 14, Kirandul, in 
withholding the promotion of Shri K. George to the 
post of Junior Officer (Personnel) is justified? If not, 
to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2'. Vide order dated 03-01 -2007 of this Tribunal, the 
reference proceeded ex-parte against the workman/union. 

3. The workman/union filqd Statement of Claim. The 
case of workman Sh. K. George, in brief, is that he was due 
for promotion and was within the zone of consideration to 
be promoted as Junior Officer (Personel), juniors to him Sh. 
Kayasan and others were promoted. The service record of 
the workman was clean and unblemished. The action of 
management in depriving him promotion to the post of 
Junior Officer (Personnel) is bad in law. 

4. The management filed their Written Statement. 
Their case, in brief, is that the D.P.C. observed that a C.B.l. 
case was pending against the workman Sh. George in the 
court of Special Magistrate, C.B.L, Jabalpur and hence the 
D.P.C. recommended for promotion of Sh. George subject 
to clearance of C.B.l. case pending against. While the 
aforesaid case was pending, the case of promotion of the 
workman was reviewed as per guidelines of Government of 
India and he was promoted by order dated 10-9-1992 to the 
post Jr. Officer (Pers.) 

5. The management in order to prove their case filed 
affidavit of their witness Shri M.S. Pooja Panda, then 
working as Assistant Manager (P) in Bailadila Iron Ore 
Project, NMDC, Kirandul. 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 

6 . 1 have heard Shri A.K. Shashi, Advocate for 
management. I have very carefully gone through the entire 
evidence on record. 

7. As the case proceeded ex parte against the 
workman/union, no evidence has been adduced for proving 
the case of workman/union. Against the above, the case of 
management is fully proved by the uncontroverted and 
unchallenged affidavit of their witness Shri M.S. Pooja 
Panda. The reference, therefore, deserves to be decided in 
favour of management and against the workman/union. 
Considering the facts and circumstances, 1 am of the view 
that the parties should be directed to bear their own costs 
ofthe reference. 

8 . In view of the above the reference is decided in 
favour ofthe management and against the workman/union, 
holding that the action of the management of Bailadila Iron 
Ore Project Desposit No. 14, Kirandul, in withholding the 
promotion of Shri K. George to the post of Junior Officer 
(Personnel) was justified and consequently the workman 
in not entitled to any relief. The parties shall bear their own 
costs of this reference. 

9. Let the copies of this award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi as per rules. 

C.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
tevft, 6 2007 

cRT.3TT. 2859. —1947 
(1947 14) Tft *TRT 17 ^ 3ljW9 

^ (TR^f -ms-m snf/s). -1 / 2006 ) 

cFt ycblfvid TTcft ij, *rl 4^1-4 m-TH 6-9-2007 

W «IT 1 

[U -^-29012/18/2005-3^^(^)3 

New Delhi, the 6th September, 2007 

S.O. 2859.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. I.D.- !/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
Cum-Labour Court, Ernakulam now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Indian Rare Earths Ltd. 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 6-9-2007. 

[NV L-29012/18/2005-1R (M)] 
N BORA, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRALGOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRI BUNA L-CU M-LA BOU R COURT, ERNAKULAM 


compensation was given to him. The action of the 
management is illegal and he is liable to be reinstated 
with effect from 1-9-1995. 


PRESENT: 

Shri P.L. Norbert, B.A., L.L.B., Presiding Officer 
(Thursday the 23rd day of August, 2007) 

I.D. 1/2006 

Wokmen Jamaluddeen Kunju 

Tachayil Veedu 
Vadakkumthala 
Karunagappally 
Kollam. 

Adv. Shri C. Anil Kumar 

Management 1. The Ex. Engineer 

Indian Rare Earths Ltd., 

Karithura, Chavara 
KolIam-691 583. 

Adv. M/s. Menon & Pai 

2. The Secretary 

Neendakara Post Workers’ Society 

Neendakara 

Kollam. 

Adv. M/s. Menon & Pai 

3. The Secretary 

IRE Shipping Contract Workers’ 
Welfare Forum, C/o 1REL, Karithura 
Chavara, Kollam. 

Advocate absent. 


3. According to the management the worker was 
never engaged by the 1st management company. The 
loading work of minerals was entrusted to contractors from 
time to time. The workers are engaged by contractors. The 
worker in this case was also engaged by a contractor. The 
wages to head load workers were paid by the contractors. 
In the year 2000 two welfare forums were formed for the 
betterment of the service conditions of contract workers. 
Thereafter workers were engaged by the contractors only 
through thie .forums. Those who were on the rolls of 
contractors a^ on 1 -8-1999 were registered as members of 
the forums. The forums were registered under Travancore- 
Cochin Literary, Scientific and Charitable Societies 
Registration Act. In 2001 the shipping operations were 
shifted to Cochin Port from Neendakara Port. Thus 1261 
contract workers became surplus. Hence a severance 
package was formulated on the basis of discussion between 
workers, management and State Government. 732 members 
of the forum accepted the package and relinquished 
membership in the forum. But the benefit of the package 
was available only to those members of the forum who 
were on the rolls of the forum as on 1-6-2002. The worker 
was not a member of the forum since he was not a worker of 
the contractor at the relevant time. Hence he is not eligible 
to get compensation. In 1995 he abandoned the 
employment under the contractor and went abroad for better 
prospects. He raised the dispute regarding denial of 
employment only in the year 2002 and that too before the 
High Court. The management has not denied employment 
to the worker and there in no question of reinstatement. 
Therefore he is not entitled for any relief. 


AWARD 

I. This is a reference made by Central Government 
under Section 10(1) (d) of Industiral Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. The reference is : 


4. In the light of the above contentions the following 
points arise for consideration : 

(1) Whether there is denial of employment by the 1 st 
inanegement? 


“Wherther the industrial dispute raised by Sh. 
Jamaluddeen Kunju against the management of 
Indian Rare Earths Ltd. over alleged denial of 
employment justified? If so, to what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled?” 

2. 7 he facts of the case in brief are as follows :— 

The worker, Shri Jamaluddeen Kunju was working 
in the Indian Rare Earths Limited, Chavara since i 975. 
According to him his work was loading of minerals to 
the barge for shipment. Due to the nature of the work he 
was affected by skin allergy and for one month (1995) he 
could not attend the work. After recovery w'hen he 
returned for work he was denied employment. Thereafter 
he has been out of service. No notice of termination or 


(2) Ifso, is it illegal? 

The evidence consists of the oral testimony of WWI 
and documentary evidence of Exts. WI & 2 on the side of 
workman and M WI and Exts. M1 & MI (a) on the side of 
management. 

5. Points No. (1)&(2) 

The fact that Shri Jamaluddeen Kunju was a Headload 
worker at Neendakara Port is not denied by the 
managements. He was engaged for loading minerals into 
barge. He wwked there from 1975 to September, 1995, But 
the management deny that L. ams employed by the 
Company, Indian Rare Earths. According to them he was 
only a contract worker as *hn? w-.A ef loading minerals to 
the barge and from the barge to the ship was entrusted to 
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contractors from time to time. The worker was examined as 
W W1. He admits that at the time he was taken for the work, 
the loading and unloading work was entrusted to 
contractors by the Company. He also admits that in 
September, 1995 he fell sick and for a month he could not 
attend work. Thereafter he was denied work and till date 
since September, 1995 he has not worked there. Though he 
says that he was given appointment order, no such order 
is produced. There is no record of having employed him by 
the Company. No Attendance Register is summoned. No 
payment vouchers or Acquittance Roll too are called for. 
There is no record to show that he had applied for leave to 
the Company and it was either granted or rejected at any 
time by the Company. He has not tendered any evidence 
to show this supervision and control of the work of loading 
and unloading was done by the officers of the Company. 
The documents produced by the worker are Exts, W1 series 
Annual Statement of the Account of PF contribution and 
Ext. W2 reply statement of management Company submitted 
to the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central). Ext. W1 
series (three in number) are not doubt prepared by the 
Company. It is the statutory duty of the Company to submit 
Statement of Account of PF to the statutory authority. 
MW I has stated that the contract workers’ PF contribution 
is remitted by the contractors to the Company, who prepares 
the statement and in turn remit it to the PF account. Ext. W1 
series therefore will not go to show that the worker was 
employed by the Company. Ext. W2 statement of Company 
before ALC is in tune with the averments in the written 
statement. In Ext. W2 the 1st management Company does 
not admit that the worker was employed by the Company. 
On the other hand their contention is that he was engaged 
by the contractor. Therefore the 2nd document also will 
not come to the help of the worker. There is absolutely no 
evidence to prove the case of the worker that he was 
employed by the 1st management Company and not by 
the contractor. 

6. Ext. Ml is copy of Certificate of Registration of 
IRE Shipping Contract Workers’ Welfare Forum. It was 
registered on 2-3-2000. Ext. Ml (a) is the Memorandum of 
Association of the forum. It is registered under Travancore- 
Cochin Literary, Scientific and Charitable Societies 
Registration Act. Clause 5.1 of the Memorandum of 
Association says that those who were in the approved list 
of shipping workers as on 1-8-1999 alone shall be eligible 
to become members of the forum. The object of the forum 
is social and cultural improvements of contract workers 
engaged in the shipping operations of minerals in IRE 
(unloading, barge loading and stevedores workers) (Clause 
4.1). As per Clause 5.5, any member of the forum who 
absents from work for one shipping season continuously 
will lose his membership in the forum. According to MW1, 
since the workman was not working as on 1-8-1999 under 
any contractor he was not made a member of the forum. In 
2001 the shipping operations in Neendakara Port was 


stopped and it was shifted to Cochin Port. Hence there 
was surplusage of contract workers. In order to alleviate 
the difficulties of such contract workers the Government 
'and the Company together thought of giving some 
compensation to such workers who would lose their job 
under contractors. Thus a severance package was made 
and 732 members of the forum accepted the package and 
relinquished membership in the forum. But the eligibility 
for package was available only to those members who were 
on the rolls of the forum as on 1 -6-2002. The worker was 
neither a member of the forum in 1999 nor working under 
contractors as on 1-6-2002 in order to become eligible to 
get compensation under the package. Though he was 
working for a very long time under the contractor the 1 st 
management Company is not responsible or liable for any 
violation of employment conditions or denial of work by 
the contractor. Since the 1st management Company has 
not appointed or employed the worker they are not 
answerable for denial of work. If at all there is any remedy 
it is against the concerned contractor. The worker was not 
able to show that though he was engaged by the contractor 
the Company was the real employer and the Company was 
controlling and supervising the work, making payment and 
regulating service conditions of the worker. In the absence 
of such evidence he cannot be treated either as a casual 
worker or a permanent worker of 1 st management company. 
Therefore I find that there is no denial of employment by 
the 1 st management company. Consequently there is no 
question of illegality in the matter of denial of employment. 
He is not even eligible to be considered under severance 
package given to contract workers as he was not a member 
the forum at the relevant time. Hence he is not entitled for 
any relief. 

7. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
dispute raised by Jamaluddeen Kunju against the manage¬ 
ment of Indian Rare Earths Ltd. over alleged denial of em¬ 
ployment, is unjustified. The parties will suffer their re¬ 
spective costs. The award will take effect one month after 
its publication in the official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 23rd 
day of August, 2007. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX 

Witness for the Workman: 

WW1 -Shri Jamaluddeen Kunju -16-7-2007. 

Witness for the Management: 

MW1 - Shri A. Jeyapalan 
Exhibits for the Workman: 

W1 series- Photostat copies of Annnual Statement of 
Account if PF for the years ending 31st March, 
1986,1987 & 1988. (3 Nos.) 
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W2 - Written statement filed by the management 
before ALC(C) on 21 -2-2005. 

Exhibits for the Management: 

Ml - Photostat copies of certificate issued by the 
Registrar of coop. Society dated 2-3-2000. 

Ml(a) - Photostat copy of Memorandum of Associa¬ 
tion of IRE Shipping Contract Workers’ 
Welfare Forum, 

^ 6 fHdHt, 2007 

W.3CT. 2860.—arfqfiprq, 1947 (1947 
14) mt 17 ^ rrfr A ^tt 

ftwi Csn.) M&z it w M^T rr 

RRRR 3MfiRT '‘JRRYR/ ^ W 

(tM TRs4I R. -47/2004) Rtj yphlfiMfl 3Rcft t, 

TRRTR 06-9-2007 ^ RIRT ^3TT i 

[R. R^-27011/1/2004-^3tR(xnr)] 
rtiri. °iUi, 3rfb^5Kt 

New Delhi, the 6th September, 2007 

S.O. 2860.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. I.D. 
Case No. 47/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. Bhanja 
Minerals (P) Ltd. and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 06-9-2007. 

[No. L-27011/1/2004-IR(M)] 

N.S. BORA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
BHUBANESWAR 

PRESENT 

Shri N.K.R. Mohapatra, 

Presiding Offcer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour Court, 

Bhubaneswar 

Industrial Dispute Case No. 47/2004 
Date of Passing Award-14th August 2007 
BETWEEN 

The Management of Managing Director, 

M/s. Bhanja Minerals (P) Ltd., lnganijharan Iron & 
Minerals Mines, At. Park Street, P.O., Keonjhar, 

Orissa, Keonjhar. 

—1 st Party-Management. 


(And) 

Their Wbrkmen, represented through 

The General Secretary, North Orissa Workers Union, 

P.O., Barbil, Keonjhar. 

—2nd Party-Union. 

APPEARANCES 

Shri S. K. Mohapatra —For 1 st Party- 

Authorised Representative. Management. 

Shri B.S. Pati, —For 2nd Party-Union 

General Secretary 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of Powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) have referred the following 
dispute for adjudication vide their Order No. L-27011/1/ 
2004 (IR(M), dated 28-07-2004. 

“Whether the demand of the North Orissa Workers 
Union At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar demanding 
payment of Bonus @ 20% of the accounting year 
2002-2003 to all workers under the Management of 
M/s, Bhanja Minerals (P) Ltd., at lnganijharan Iron 
& Manganese Mines is justified? If so what relief 
the workmen are entitled to?” 

2. While the case was pending for filing of written 
statement by the 1st Party-Management both parites 
contended to have compromised the case and accordingly 
filed a joint petition of compromise, according to which the 
Management of M/s. Bhanja Minerals (P) Ltd., has already 
agreed to pay 15% bonus for the financial year 2002-2003 
to all the category of employees by end of August 2007 
subject to adjustment of 10% of bonus already paid to 
them earlier. 

3. Accordingly in terms of above settlement the 
reference is answered. 

N.K.R. MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 

R 4 6 fUcl^C 2007 f 

cRT.RL 2861.—3#m, 1947 (1947 

14) ^ RRf 17 qff TRRtR TRRlt 

cbH’ll felines 'p£ TRRRRt ^ 

aMfW ^-1 HI el 9 ^ ttrr (wf 

Rt.TlK. TT. 22/2005) TRFlfeld ^Rcft ^ 

TTRFR 06-9-2007 W 1|31T «n | 

[R. RcT-43012/2/2005-^3TR(TlTT)] 




8426 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 29, 2007/ASVINA 7, 1929 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 6th September, 2007 

S.O. 2861.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. C.R. 
No. 22/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the emplopyers in 
relatrion to the management of Hutti Gold Mines Co. Ltd. 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 06-9-2007. 

[No. L-43012/2/2005-IR (M)] 
N.S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAIXTJM-LABOUR COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated 22nd August, 2007 
Present 


SHRI A.R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
C.R. No. 22/2005 


I Party 


II Party 


Shir Sharanappa, 

Ex. Mill T.No. 343, 

C/o Shri Wale Babu, 

Near Basaveshawar Talkies, 
Raichur Road, Behind Saw Mill, 
Hutti (V&P), Lingusugar Taluk, 
Raichur 

Karnataka State 


The Executive Director, 
Hutti Gold Mines Co. Ltd, 
Hutti P.O., 

Raichur, 

Karnataka State 


AWARD 

The Central Govenment but exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2A of the Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order No. L-43012/2/2005-lR(M) dated 3rd May 2005 
for adjudication on the following schedule. 


SCHEDULE 


“Whether the action of the management of M/s. Hutti 
Gold Mines Co. Ltd., in dismissing the services of 
Shri Sharanappa, Ex. Mill T.No. 343 is justified? If 
not, to what relief the workman concerned is 
entitled?” 

2. The case made out by the first party workman on 
merits (pleadings with regard to enquiry proceedings 
omitted, there being a separate finding on the Domestic 
Enquiry issue) in the Claim Statement, is that having 
received the charge sheets dated 06-06-2001,20-09-2002, 
12-02-2003,29-03-2003 and 03-04-2003 with regard to the 
misconduct of absenteeism from duty, unauthorisedly, he 
submitted the detailed explanations to those charge sheets 
denying the charges leveled against him and the 
management not being satisfied with his explanations, 
conducted DE and on the basis of the enquiry findings he 
has been dismissed from service. He contended that he 
never admitted the misconduct alleged against him at any 
point of time but admitted a particular fact such as absence 


from duties on the dates mentioned in the charge sheets 
on the ground that he availed the leave on medical grounds 
and therefore, it cannot be said that admission of such a 
fact amounts to pleading guilty to the charges of misconduct 
leveled against him. He contended that the charge of 
misconduct has not been proved against him by any oral 
or documentary evidence and that the findings of the 
enquiry officer holding him guilty of the charges assuming 
that he admitted the guilt are perverse and are liable to be 
set aside. He contended that even if it is taken granted for 
a moment that he admitted the guilt or he found to be guilty 
on the basis of the findings of the enquiry officer, the 
punishment imposed upon him is very much 
disproportionate to the gravity of the alleged misconduct 
and therefore, is liable to be modified under Section 11A of 
the ID Act, under which the court has got powers to do so. 
Therefore, he requested the court to set aside the dismissal 
order and to reinstate him in service with backwages and 
other consequential benefits. 

3. The management by its Counter Statement, 
however, contended that on the first two charge sheets 
when the enquiry was taken up, the first party participated 
in the enquiry and while the enquiry was in progress he 
once again remained absent, unauthorisedly, from duty 
for the period from 02-01-2003 to 31 -03-2003, thereby, 
compelling the management to issue additional charge 
sheets dated 12-02-2003,29-03-2003 and 03-04-2003. The 
management contended that when the enquiry was taken 
up once again on 09-06-2003, the first party participated 
in the enquiry and admitted the charges leveled against 
him and therefore, enquiry was concluded and findings 
were submitted holding him guilty of the charges; that 
the first party was furnished with the findings of the 
enquiry officer and after having given opportunity to the 
first party to submit his explanation and thereafter 
considering his explanation as unsatisfactory he was 
dismissed from service keeping in view the gravity of the 
misconduct committed by him. The management 
contended that earlier to case on hand the first party was 
‘warned’ and ‘Suspended’ four times for remaining absent 
from duty unauthorisedly and he was not qualified for 
annual increments for about a period of 14 years,’ 
However, the first party did not improve himself showing 
any improvement in his attendance and therefore, there 
being no extenuatingcircumstances or mitigating factors 
for reduction of quantum of the punishment, the 
management was constrained to implement the order of 
dismissal. Therefore, the management requested this 
tribunal to reject the reference. 

4. Having regard to the pleadings of the parties on 
the question of validity and fairness or otherwise of the 
enquiry proceedings, this tribunal on i 0-03-2006 framed 
the following Preliminary Issue: 

“Whether the DE conducted against the first party 

by the second party is fair and proper?” 

During the course of trial of the said issue, the enquiry 
officer was examined and documents at Ex. M1 to M6 were 
marked. The first party did not choose to give his evidence 
as a rebuttal to the evidence of the enquiry officer. On 
2-11-2006 when the matter was taken up for arguments on 
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the said issue, learned counsel representing the first party 
remained absent so also learned counsel representing the 
management and therefore, arguments were taken heard and 
by order dated 21-11 -2006 said issue was answered in favour 
of the management holding that the enquiry conducted 
against the first party by the second party was fair and 
proper. Thereupon, I have heard the learned counsels on 
merits and posted the matter this day for award. 

5. Learned counsel for the management, 
vehemently, argued that the fact of unauthorized absence 
from duty by the first party has been very much proved 
during the course of enquiry and the learned enquiry 
officer has given his considered findings holding the 
workman guilty of the charges as per the report at Ex. M4. 
He contended that not only the fact that the first party 
pleaded guilty to the charges has been taken into 
consideration but also the other facts and circumstances 
of the case have been very much discussed and taken 
into account by the enquiry officer in holding the workman 
guilty of the charges and therefore, by no stretch of 
imagination it can be said that enquiry findings suffered 
from any perversity. He contended that the two medical 
certificates which have been relied upon by the first party 
in order to prove his defence that he was not keeping well 
suffering from certain diseases and therefore, his absence 
was not unauthorised absence but was against the leave 
to be granted to him, are not at all worth credence firstly, 
for the reason that they had been produced by the first 
party along with the explanation he gave to the charge 
sheets on two different occasions not accompanied by 
any letter of leave or accompanied by his duty report and 
therefore, they were rightly rejected by the enquiry officer. 

'/ He submitted that keeping in view the continuous absence 
of the first party from duty unauthorisedly for a period of 
about more than 287 days and having regard to his past 
history of remaining absent from duty resulting into 
suspension order against him on four occasions with a 
penalty of‘Warning’, the first party deserves no sympathy 
from the hands of this tribunal and therefore, having 
regard to the gravity of the misconduct committed by 
him, punishment imposed upon him removing him from 
service is quite legal and perfect. 

6. Whereas, learned counsel for the first party Shri 
MVS for Shri KVS with equal vehemence argued that the 
period of unauthorised absence in question is only of 287 
days and for this period of absence the first party had 
produced the medical certificates which could not have been 
ignored by the enquiry officer or by the Disciplinary 
Authority at least while passing the impugned punishment 
order. He also contended that the findings of the enquiry 
officer cannot be acted upon as no oral or documentary 
evidence was pressed into service proving the charges of 
misconduct against the first party but he was held guilty of 
the charges only on the alleged plea of guilt made by him 
during the course of enquiry and by way of explanation he 
submitted to the charge sheets. Therefore, he submitted 
that charges as such are not proved as plea of guilty is not 
proved and in the result findings suffered from perversity 
and therefore, the impugned punishment order based on 
such findings cannot be sustained in the eye of law. H owever, 
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in the last he submitted that even if, the first party held guilty 
for the charges of unauthorised absence, he may be given 
one more opportunity to reform himself and he undertakes 
not to repeat such a misconduct in future. 

7. After having gone through the records including 
the enquiry proceedings, the enquiry report and the material 
such- as the explanations given by the first party to the 
charge sheets, his aforesaid two medical certificates, I do 
not find substance in the arguments advanced for the first 
party as far as proof of misconduct is concerned. From the 
perusal of the enquiry proceedings held on 09-06-2003 
marked before this tribunal at Ex. M5, it can be very well 
revealed that the enquiry officer had put certain questions 
to the first party by way of preliminary enquiry and had 
made him understand the charges of misconduct of 
unauthorised absence committed by him. The first party in 
very clear words has admitted the fact of unauthorised 
absence and made further an undertaking that he won’t 
repeat such misconduct in future. Proceedings recorded 
on page 2 are very clear on the point. The first party when 
was asked by the enquiry officer whether he wanted any 
assistance from any co-worker to defend his case, he replied 
in the negative. To question No.9, when he was asked 
whether he admitted the charges leveled against him, he 
answered in the affirmative and once again to question 
No. 10 when he was specifically asked his unauthorised 
absence was for a period of 287 days, he again admitted 
the fact of his unauthorised absence giving an.undertaking 
that he will not repeat the same in future. Therefore, the 
enquiry officer appears to have concluded the enquiry 
proceedings and thereupon, submitted his findings based 
upon the plea of guilt made by the ‘first party and also 
taking into consideration the other factors namely, medical 
certificates submitted by the first party and the explanation 
given by him to the charge sheet. In the result, the 
arguments now advanced for the first party that enquiry 
findings suffered from perversity as the first party did 
not plead guilty to the charges during the enquiry or by 
way of explanation to the charge sheets and that the plea 
of guilt as such is not proved, must fail. As noted above, 
the proceedings of enquiry would make it abundantly 
clear that the first party pleaded guilty to the charges in • 
giving answers not only to one question but against the 
three questions put to him referred to supra. The 
explanation given by the first party to the first charge 
sheet dated 6-6-2001 recorded on the reverse of the said 
charge sheet reads to the effect that he remained absent 
from duty on account of suffering from certain diseases 
and he requested the management to excuse him for the 
same giving him an opportunity to correct himself in future. 
The explanation given by him to the charge sheet dated 
20-09-2002 marked before this tribunal at Ex.M6 is to the 
effect that suffering from ill health he had taken the, 
treatment for about a period of 5 months at Govt, hospital 
Lingasugur and thereafter at Government hospital, Raichur. 
Therefore, the fact that he remained unauthorizedly absent 
from duty for the period in question has not been disputed 
by the first party at any point of time. He admitted the 
same by way of his explanation to the charge sheets and 
also in his claim statement before this tribunal as noted 
above. His only contention was that because of his ill 
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health he was forced to remain absent from duty and in 
order to prove that he suffered from illness he had given 
the two medical certificates, one marked before this tribunal 
at Ex.M6(a) and the other marked at Ex.M6(b). As per Ex.M6 
(a) he is said to have been suffered from disease called 
Hepatitis and the certificate reads to the effect that he having 
suffered from the said disease, his absence from duty w.e.f. 

11-05-2002 to 24-09-2002 is absolutely necessary for the 
restoration of his health. The other certificate is to the 
effect that he was suffering from some Backache and his 
absence from duty was necessary from 05-01-2003 to 
28-03-2003. It is to be noted that in both the certificates 
there is nothing to say that the first part was undergoing 
treatment under the Doctors who issued those certificates 
and was advised rest for the purpose of treatment. The 
Doctors opinion is that his absence from duty is necessary 
for the recovery of those diseases that means to say that 
he was able to move about. There is no mention in those 
certificates, that he was admitted in the hospital to be under 
the treatment of the doctors who issued those certificates. 
Moreover, these are the two certificates consisting of the 
fitness certificates also. In the first certificate which also 
consists of fitness certificate in one paper, he is declared 
fit for duty from 25-09-2002 and in the other certificate he is 
shown fit for duty on 29-03-2003. It is not understandable 
as to how the doctors could have given the fitness 
certificates on the very date they have given the certificate 
to the effect that the first party was suffering from certain 
diseases. What appears is that the first party obtained 
these certificates on 25-09-02 and 29-03-2003 itself, and _ 
that he did not obtain those certificates showing him 
suffering from disease having undergone the treatment by 
the doctors concerned. Moreover, the first party was 
supposed to approach company doctor when he needed 
medical treatment. Therefore, the enquiry officer was 
justified in not considering those certificates so as to hold 
that the first party’s absence was on medical grounds. 
Moreover, it is not in dispute that these were not the 
certificates tendered by the first party to the management 
while resuming’ duty, or along with the leave letters, as he 
sent these certificates to the management along with his 
explanation to the charge sheets. He takes no pains to 
attend the duty or to attend the office while submitting his 
explanation along with the medical certificates though he 
was very much moving about as he was not suffering from 
any serious diseases to be confined to be in bed. In any 
case the first party' undisputedly did not proceed on leave 
submitting any leave letter much less getting the leave 
sanctioned and therefore, even if he submitted the medical 
certificates at a subsequent stage that too after he received 
the charge sheets will not give him any right to claim the 
leave for the period mentioned in the charge sheet. In the 
result, it is to be held that the enquiry findings suffered 
from no perversity' and that the charges of misconduct as 
levelled against the first party stand proved beyond any 
shadow of doubt. 

8. Now, coming to the question of punishment. 
Learned counsel for the first party' has submitted a decision 


reported in AIR 1989 SC 149 wherein, though the delinquent 
concerned was held to be guilty tor the major misconduct 
committed by him on three different occasions, he was 
reinstated in service giving him an opportunity to reform 
himself and to prove to be loyal and disciplined employee in " 
future along with payment of 70 per cent of the back wages. 

He also relied upon a decision reported in 2002 II LLJ SC 
page 775 wherein, the delinquent concerned was given the 
relief of reinstatement though was denied the relief of back 
wages. He took support of an unreported judgment of 
Hon’ble High Court dated 09-06-2003 in Writ Appeal No. 
5573/2000 wherein the workman concerned was charged with 
the misconduct of unauthorised absence and the first party' 
has given the relief of reinstatement whithout back wages. 

9. Taking support of the aforesaid decisions, learned 
counsel for the first party wanted that having regard to the 
charge of misconduct in the present case and the fact that 
the first party' remained absent from duty' unauthorisedly 
only for a period of 287 days and that there was no such 
misconduct committed by him in the past, he requested 
this tribunal to give him an appropriate relief of 
reinstatement with some back wages. Learned counsel for 
the management on the other hand contended that the first 
party in the past also was punished with penalty of. 
‘Warning’ and was suspended on four occasions being 
denied annual increments for a period of 14 years and 
therefore, there be no purpose to be served, once again 
taking him back in service as it is a case of habitual offender 
not mending himself despite, reasonable opportunity given 
to him to reform himself. 

10. Keeping in view the principles laid down in the 
aforesaid decisions, the nature of misconduct committed 
by the first party and in the light of the fact that his past 
misconduct has not been established before this tribunal, 
it appears to me that ends of justice will be met if the first 
party once again is given one more opportunity to reform 
himself to be regular to his duties without any lame excuse 
by way of reinstatement without back wages and without 
continuity' of service from the date of his dismissal order 
till the date of his reinstatement withholding his three future 
annual increments. Hence the following award: 

AWARD 

The management is directed to reinstate the first 
party workman into its services without any back wages, 
without continuity' of service and without any attendant 
benefits for the period from the date of impugned 
punishment order till the date of his reinstatement. He 
shall not be entitled to annual increment for a period of 
3 years accrued to him from the date of reinstatement. The 
first party shall give an undertaking to the management to 
the effect that he shall not repeat such a misconduct in 
future and shall prove to be loyal to the management as a 
disciplined employee in future without giving room to any 
complaint. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 22nd August, 2007) 

A.R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
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